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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS
BILL, 2007

May 19, 2006.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. HOBSON, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 5427]

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for en-
ergy and water development for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2007, and for other purposes.

INTRODUCTION

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill for fiscal
year 2007 totals $30,017,000,000, $545,773,000 above the Presi-
dent’s budget request, and $172,000,000 below the amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 2006.

Title I of the bill provides $4,983,803,000 for the programs of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a decrease of $345,367,000 below
the fiscal year 2006 enacted level (adjusted for one-time emergency
spending) and $250,803,000 over the budget request. The fiscal
year 2007 budget request for the Corps of Engineers totals
$4,733,000,000, which is composed of entirely of new budget au-
thority.

The fiscal year 2007 budget request for the Corps’ Civil Works
program continues the performance-based ranking system insti-
tuted in fiscal year 2006 with two major modifications to the guide-
lines. The first allows risks to human life to be considered along
with economics for flood and storm damage reduction projects. The
second changes the prioritization process for environmental res-
toration projects. This performance-based system is intended to
focus limited federal resources on the efficient completion of high
economic-value projects while suspending or terminating work on
other projects found not to be of as high an economic value and on
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congressionally mandated projects that have been included in prior
Administration requests. The Committee supports the concept of fo-
cusing limited resources on completing high-value projects already
under construction, and the Committee recommendation is based in
large part on the Administration’s performance-based approach.
The Committee bill and report retains changes to improve the
Corps’ project management and execution, particularly in the areas
of reprogrammings, continuing contracts, and five-year budget
planning.

Title II provides $940,934,000 for the Department of Interior and
the Bureau of Reclamation, $17,198,000 over the budget request,
and $113,939,000 below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The
Committee recommends $900,779,000 for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, 17,198,000 above the budget request and $120,087,000 below
the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The Committee recommends
$40,155,000 for the Central Utah Project including $965,000 for de-
posit into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Ac-
count, both the same as the budget request.

Title III provides $24,373,489,000 for the Department of Energy,
an increase of $326,717,000 over fiscal year 2006 and $298,772,000
over the budget request of $24,074,717,000.

The Energy Supply and Conservation account, which funds re-
newable energy, energy efficiency, nuclear energy, non-defense en-
vironment, safety, and health programs, and energy conservation,
is funded at $2,025,527,000, an increase of $102,166,000 over the
request and $212,900,000 above the current year enacted level. The
Committee recommends $4,131,710,000 for the Office of Science, an
increase of $30,000,000 over the budget request and $535,317,000
over the current year.

Environmental management activities (i.e., non-defense environ-
mental cleanup, uranium enrichment decontamination and decom-
missioning fund, and defense environmental cleanup) are funded at
$6,441,126,000, a decrease of $595,614,000 below the fiscal year
2006 enacted level and an increase of $161,088,000 over the budget
request.

The Committee recommends a total of $574,500,000 for the
Yucca Mountain repository. This includes $186,420,000 for Nuclear
Waste Disposal, an increase of $30,000,000 over the request, and
$388,080,000 for Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal, the same as the
request. The additional funds are provided for the Department to
begin to move spent nuclear fuel away from reactor sites to interim
storage.

Funding for the National Nuclear Security Administration
(NNSA), which includes nuclear weapons activities, defense nuclear
nonproliferation, naval reactors, and the Office of the NNSA Ad-
ministrator, is $9,199,811,000, an increase of $95,314,000 over fis-
cal year 2006. The Committee recommendation includes
$1,593,101,000 for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, a decrease of
$21,738,000 over the current year and $133,112,000 below the
budget request.

Title IV provides $227,774,000 for several Independent Agencies,
a decrease of $40,652,000 from fiscal year 2006 and $21,000,000
below the budget request of $248,774,000. The requested funding
is provided for the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, the
Delta Regional Authority, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission In-
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spector General, and the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board.
The request for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission is increased by
$40,000,000, of which $36,000,000 is offset by license fees and an-
nual charges. An additional $5,000,000 is provided for the Denali
Commission. The request for the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion is reduced by $30,000,000, and no funds are provided for the
Office of Inspector General for the Tennessee Valley Authority.






TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
INTRODUCTION

The United States Army Corps of Engineers traces its history to
1775, when Congress established the Continental Army with a pro-
vision for a Chief Engineer to oversee the construction of fortifica-
tions for the Battle of Bunker Hill. An Act of Congress perma-
nently established the Corps in 1802. The Corps’ Civil Works role
and mission is grounded in a series of laws enacted since 1824. A
brief legislative history of the Corps follows.

e The General Survey Act of 1824 authorized the President to
have surveys made of routes for roads and canals of national im-
portance, in a commercial or military point of view, or necessary
for the transportation of public mail. The President assigned re-
sponsibility for the surveys to the Corps of Engineers. A second act,
also signed in 1824, appropriated $75,000 to improve navigation on
the Ohio and Mississippi rivers by removing sandbags, snags and
other obstacles, and was subsequently amended to include other
rivers such as the Missouri. This work was also given to the Corps
of Engineers. Subsequent Acts of Congress expanded the Corps’ re-
sponsibilities for navigation.

e The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1909 expanded the Corps’ Civil
Works authority by authorizing the consideration of hydroelectric
power generation in the planning, design and construction of water
resource development projects.

e The 1917 Flood Control Act established a role for the Corps in
flood damage reduction, which became a national flood protection
role for the Civil Works program in the 1936 Flood Control Act.
The Flood Control Act of 1944 gave the Corps a recreation role that
was added as part of flood control at Corps reservoirs. The 1962
River and Harbor Flood Act expanded that role by authorizing the
Corps to build recreational facilities as part of all water resource
development projects.

e The environmental role to protect, restore and manage the en-
vironment emanates from the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 that
assigned the Corps the mission to prevent obstacles in navigable
waterways. As concerns over the environment grew in the late 20th
Century, the Clean Water Act of 1972 broadened this responsibility
by giving the Corps the authority and direction to regulate dredg-
ing and activities that result in fill being placed in the “waters of
the United States,” including many wetlands. Additional legislation
passed in the 1986 Water Resources Development Act further ex-
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panded the Corps’ environmental role to include enhancing and re-
storing natural resources at new and existing projects, and the
Water Resources Development Act of 1990 made environmental
protection one of the Corps’ primary water resources development
missions.

o The Water Supply Act of 1958 gave the Civil Works Program
the authority to include water storage in new and existing res-
ervoir projects for municipal and industrial uses.

e The Flood Control and Coastal Emergency Act (P.L. 84-99)
and the Stafford Disaster and Emergency Assistance Act gave the
Civil Works program direct authority to help the nation in times
of national disaster. P.L. 84-99 directed the Corps to provide emer-
gency assistance during or following flood events to protect lives,
public facilities and infrastructure. The Stafford Act authorized the
Corps to support the Federal Emergency Management Agency in
carrying out the Federal Response Plan (now the National Re-
sponse Plan), which requires 26 federal departments and agencies
to provide coordinated disaster relief and recovery operations.

e Title 10 of the U.S. Code, (Navigation and Navigable Water-
ways), as further outlined in Title 33, enables the Civil Works pro-
gram to provide services to other federal entities, states, or local
governments on a reimbursable basis. This work includes flood con-
trol, the improvement of rivers and harbors, research, and support
to private engineering and construction firms competing for, or per-
forming, work outside the United States. The Support for Others
program engages the Corps in reimbursable work that is deter-
mined to be in America’s best interests.

MAJOR MISSION AREAS

Currently, the Corps accomplishes the Civil Works mission
through the following major business programs:

Navigation.—The role of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with
respect to navigation is to provide safe, reliable, and efficient wa-
terborne transportation systems, such as channels, harbors and
waterways, for movement of commerce, national security needs and
recreation. The Corps seeks to accomplish this mission through a
combination of capital improvements and the operation and main-
tenance of existing projects. Capital improvement activities include
the planning, design, and construction of new navigation projects.
In fiscal year 2004, the Corps operated and maintained 12,000
miles of commercial inland navigation channels; owned and/or op-
erated 257 navigation lock chambers at 212 sites; and maintained
926 coastal, Great Lakes and inland harbors.

Flood damage reduction.—Section 1 of the Flood Control Act of
1936 declared flood control to be a proper Federal activity since im-
provements for flood control purposes are in the interest of the gen-
eral welfare of the public. The Act stipulated that for Federal in-
volvement to be justified, “the benefits to whomsoever they may ac-
crue (must be) in excess of the estimated costs, and the lives and
social security of people (must be) otherwise adversely affected.” In
fiscal year 2004, the Corps managed 383 major lakes and res-
ervoirs; and constructed or controlled 8,500 miles of federal levees.
Over the last ten years, the average annual damages prevented by
Corps projects totaled $21.1 billion.
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Ecosystem restoration.—The Corps of Engineers incorporated eco-
system restoration as a project purpose within the Civil Works pro-
gram in response to increasing national emphasis on environ-
mental restoration and preservation. Historically, Corps involve-
ment in environmental issues focused on compliance with National
Environmental Protection Act requirements related to flood protec-
tion, navigation, and other project purposes. More recent efforts
have involved pro-active restoration measures to damaged eco-
systems, and the provision of local environmental infrastructure.

Hurricane and storm damage reduction.—Congress authorized
Federal participation in the cost of restoring and protecting the
shores of the United States, its territories and its possessions.
Under current policy, shore protection projects are designed to re-
duce damages caused by wind-generated and tide-generated waves
and currents along the nation’s ocean coasts, Gulf of Mexico, Great
Lakes, and estuary shores. Hurricane protection was added to the
erosion control mission in 1956 when Congress authorized cost-
shared Federal participation in shore protection and restoration of
publicly owned shore areas. Federal assistance for periodic nourish-
ment was also authorized on the same basis as new construction,
for a period to be specified for each project, when it is determined
that it is the most suitable and economical remedial measure.

Water supply.—National policy regarding water supply states
that the primary responsibility for water supply rests with states
and local entities. The Corps may participate and cooperate in de-
veloping water supplies in connection with construction, operation
and modification of Federal navigation, flood damage reduction, or
multipurpose projects. Certain conditions of non-federal participa-
tion are required.

Hydroelectric power generation.—Congress, through various stat-
utes, has directed the Corps to consider the development of hydro-
electric power in conjunction with other water resources develop-
ment plans. The Corps owns and operates nearly one-quarter of the
United States’ hydropower capacity, with 75 projects in operation.

Recreation.—The Corps is one of the nation’s largest providers of
outdoor recreation opportunities, and ranks first among federal
providers of outdoor recreation. Although known primarily for the
opportunities managed at its lake projects, the Corps also partici-
pates in the planning, design and construction of recreation facili-
ties at a wide variety of other types of water resource projects.
Such facilities might include hiking and biking trails associated
with a stream channel or levee primarily designed for flood damage
reduction. There is no general authority for Corps participation in
a single purpose recreation project.

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM

The continuing authorities program (CAP) establishes a process
by which the Corps of Engineers can respond to a variety of water
resource problems without the need to obtain specific congressional
authorization for each project. The CAP program is comprised of in-
dividual programs for nine different types of projects, each with its
own program authority and strict limits on the federal contribu-
tion, which are as follows:
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Section 14 Emergency streambank and shoreline erosion.—
Authorized by section 14 of the 1946 Flood Control Act, work
under this authority allows emergency streambank and shore-
line protection for public facilities, such as roads, bridges, hos-
pitals, schools, and water/sewage treatment plants, that are in
imminent danger of failing. The cost share is 65% federal and
35% non-federal; and the federal share cannot exceed
$1,000,000 per project.

Section 103 Hurricane and storm damage reduction.—Au-
thorized by section 103 of the 1962 River and Harbor Act, work
under this authority provides for protection or restoration of
public shorelines by the construction of revetments, groins, and
jetties, and may also include periodic sand replenishment. The
cost share is 65% federal and 35% non-federal; and the federal
share cannot exceed $3,000,000 per project.

Section 107 Small navigation improvements.—Authorized by
section 107 of the 1960 River and Harbor Act, work under this
authority is intended to provide improvements to navigation
including dredging of channels, widening of turning basins,
and construction of navigation aids. The cost share is 80% fed-
eral and 20% non-federal; and the federal share may not ex-
ceed $4,000,000 for each project.

Section 111 Storm damage attributable to federal navigation
works.—Authorized by section 111 of the 1968 River and Har-
bor Act, work under this authority provides for the prevention
or mitigation of erosion damages to public or privately owned
shores along the coastline of the United States when these
damages are a result of a federal navigation project. This au-
thority cannot be used for shore damages caused by riverbank
erosion or vessel-general wave wash. It is not intended to re-
store shorelines to historic dimensions, but only to reduce ero-
sion to the level that would have existed without the construc-
tion of a federal navigation project. Cost sharing may not be
required for this program. If the federal cost limitation of
$2,000,000 per project is exceeded, specific congressional au-
thorization is required.

Section 204 Beneficial uses of dredged material.—Authorized
by section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1992, work under this authority provides for the use of dredged
material from new or existing federal projects to protect, re-
store, or create aquatic and ecologically related habitats, in-
cluding wetlands. The cost sharing (25% non-federal, 75% fed-
eral) would be applied to the incremental cost above the least
cost method of dredged material disposal consistent with engi-
neering and environmental criteria.

Section 205 Small flood control projects.—Authorized by sec-
tion 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, work under this au-
thority provides for local protection from flooding by the con-
struction or improvement of flood control work such as levees,
channels, and dams. Non-structural alternatives are also con-
sidered and may include measures such as installation of flood
warning systems, raising and/or flood proofing of structures,
and relocation of flood prone facilities. The cost share is 65%
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federal and 35% non-federal; and the federal share may not ex-
ceed $7,000,000 per project.

Section 206 Aquatic ecosystem restoration.—Authorized by
section 206 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996,
work under this authority may carry out aquatic ecosystem
restoration projects that will improve the quality of the envi-
ronment, are in the public interest, and are cost-effective.
There is no requirement that a Corps project be involved. The
cost share is 65% federal and 35% non-federal; and the federal
share per project cannot exceed $5,000,000 including studies,
plans and specifications, and construction.

Section 208 Snagging and clearing for flood control.—Au-
thorized by section 208 of the 1954 Flood Control Act, work
under this authority provides for local protection from flooding
by channel clearing and excavation, with limited embankment
construction by use of materials from the clearing operation
only. The cost share is 65% federal and 35% non-federal; and
the federal share may not exceed $500,000 for each project.

Section 1135 Project modifications for improvement of the en-
vironment.—Authorized by section 1135 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986, work under this authority
provides for modifications in the structures and operations of
water resources projects constructed by the Corps of Engineers
to improve the quality of the environment. Additionally, the
Corps may undertake restoration projects at locations where a
Corps project has contributed to the degradation. The primary
goal of these projects is ecosystem restoration with an empha-
sis on projects benefiting fish and wildlife. The project must be
consistent with the authorized purposes of the project being
modified, environmentally acceptable, and complete within
itself. A non-federal sponsor is required to provide 25% of the
cost of the project; and the federal share of each separate
project may not exceed $5,000,000, including studies, plans and
specifications, and construction.

FY 2007 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The fiscal year 2007 budget request for the Corps of Engineers
totals $4,733,000,000. The Committee recommends a total of
$4,983,803,000 for the Corps of Engineers, a decrease of
$345,367,000 from fiscal year 2006 enacted levels (adjusted for one-
time emergency spending) and $250,803,000 above the request. The
budget request represents a continuation of the performance-based
system based on the ratio of remaining benefits-to-remaining costs
initially proposed in the fiscal year 2006 budget request. This per-
formance-based system is intended to focus limited federal re-
sources on the efficient completion of high economic-value projects
while suspending or terminating work on other projects found not
to be of as high an economic value and on Congressionally man-
dated projects that have been included in prior Administration re-
quests.

The Committee has recommended a rescission of unobligated bal-
ances from construction projects in Louisiana that have been fully
funded through completion, at full federal expense, in supplemental
appropriations. In recognition of the continuing and very real needs



10

in the region for water resource projects, the majority of this fund-
ing is allocated to projects in the area not funded under the Admin-
istration’s budget request.

The budget request also contains $20,000,000 in the Investiga-
tions account to continue the effort, initiated with $30,000,000 in
supplemental appropriations, to create a national inventory and
database of flood and storm damage reduction projects and for as-
sessing project structural and operational integrity and their asso-
ciated risks. The Committee supports this effort; however, it is con-
cerned with the Corps proposal for the execution of this activity.
Given the uncertainty associated with the scope and process for
this type of national inventory, the Committee believes the Corps
should reevaluate its approach. The Committee therefore directs
the Corps to execute a pilot project to determine the nature and ex-
tent of the task and further define the necessary parameters prior
to initiating the inventory across the nation. The Committee fur-
ther directs the Corps to give priority consideration to the Sac-
ramento area for the pilot project as the region has a clear and
pressing need for such an inventory and assessment.

Until such time as the Committee is satisfied the Corps has a
executable plan and direction for this activity, no additional funds
are provided. Further, the Committee notes there is no explicit au-
thorization for this activity in the Investigations account.

The Committee has recommended funding for the major rehabili-
tations at Markland Locks and Dam and Locks No. 27, Mississippi
River, critical elements of the Ohio and Mississippi River systems.
The Committee does not view the rehabilitaiton of existing infra-
structure as a new construction start, but rather a necessary in-
vestment to ensure adequate functioning of the Nation’s water re-
source infrastructure.

A summary table illustrating the fiscal year 2006 enacted appro-
priation, the fiscal year 2007 budget request and the Committee
recommended levels is shown below:

[Dollars in 000s]

Fiscal Year 2006  Fiscal Year 2007  Committee Rec-

Account Enacted Request ommendation

Investigations $162,360 $94,000 $128,000
Hurricane disasters assistance 37,300
Construction 2,348,280 1,555,000 1,929,471
Hurricane disasters assistance 101,417
Rescission — 56,046
Mississippi River and tributaries 396,000 278,000 290,607
Hurricane disasters assistance 153,750
Operation and maintenance, general 1,969,110 2,258,000 2,195,471
Hurricane disasters assistance 327,517
Regulatory program 158,400 173,000 173,000
FUSRAP 138,600 130,000 130,000
Flood control and coastal emergencies 81,000 32,000
Hurricane disasters assistance 2,271,965
General expenses 152,460 164,000 156,300
Hurricane disasters assistance 1,600
Office of Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil WOrkS) .......ccocovvvereriennne 3,960 (1) 5,000
Total, Corps of Engineers 8,228,719 4,733,000 4,983,803
Appropriations 5,329,170 4,733,000 4,983,803

Emergency Appropriations 2,899,549

1The budget proposes to fund this office from within the General Expenses account. For purposes of comparison, the budget request in-
cludes $6,000,000 for these activities in fiscal year 2007.
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FISCAL YEAR 2007 BUDGET PRESENTATION

The Corps of Engineers has proposed several changes to the
manner in which the civil works program is presented and appro-
priated. The most significant is the movement of four categories of
projects and programs from the Construction account into Oper-
ation and Maintenance. Additionally, the budget request aggre-
gates Operation and Maintenance projects into geographical re-
gions and provides only a top line appropriation for all projects con-
tained within each of the 21 regions.

The Committee supports a more systematic approach to the fund-
ing of the Operation and Maintenance account and understands the
dynamic nature of the project needs within this account. The Com-
mittee is concerned that this method of budgeting provides little
transparency of the proposed expenditures by project for Congress
and for local and regional partners of the Corps of Engineers. We
note, however, that the accountability of the Corps under this sce-
nario differs little from that of past years, when the Corps inter-
preted its reprogramming authority to be 50 percent of the entire
Operation and Maintenance account. In that case, while funding
amounts were assigned to each project within the Act, there was
no assurance that this amount of funding would be provided to the
individual projects as identified.

The Committee retains Endangered Species Act (ESA) compli-
ance and beneficial use of dredged material in the Operation and
Maintenance account with the exception of the Section 204 pro-
gram. ESA compliance and dredged material facilities are a nec-
essary and required cost of the nation’s waterway system and are
appropriately considered an operation and maintenance cost. The
Section 204 program is retained in the Construction account with
the remaining Continuing Authorities.

The Committee recommends that the Operation and Mainte-
nance account be appropriated based on the geographic regions
contained in the budget request with the following stipulations:

e The Corps will provide, under signature within 30 days of
enactment, to the House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions the planned funding allocations by project for this ac-
count, including a detailed accounting of activities previously
funded under the Columbia River and the Missouri River Fish
Mitigation projects;

e The Corps will maintain this information on its website;

e The Corps will not deviate from this allocation of funds
without a clearly articulated management plan outlining the
circumstances under which a reprogramming between indi-
vidual projects is justified and the process by which these deci-
sions will be made;

e This management plan shall be provided to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriation for approval;

e As part of the management plan, the Corps is instructed
to develop a communication plan for how this process will be
coordinated with, and justified to, the impacted Members of
Congress, water system users, and other interested parties.

Further, the Corps is instructed to reevaluate the management
of this account. At a minimum, the Corps shall consider: the proper
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level of decentralization versus centralized command and control;
internal controls to ensure funds are spent appropriately; minimum
standards of reporting for financial management purposes; and the
method by which funds are allocated and shifted among specific
projects. The Corps shall submit a report, with findings and rec-
ommendations, to the House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions within 60 days of enactment of this Act.

The proposed movement of projects from the Construction ac-
count into Operation and Maintenance obfuscates that the Admin-
istration’s budget request reduces the level of funding allocated to
operation and maintenance of our nation’s waterways by $52 mil-
lion from the fiscal year 2006 request. The following table provides
a comparison.

Fiscal Year 2006  Fiscal Year 2006  Fiscal Year 2007  Fiscal Year 2007

Account Request Enacted ! Request Adjusted

Operations and Maintenance .................ccoooovvveeermmereeeees $1,979,000 $1,969,000 $2,258,000 $1,927,000
Construction 1,637,000 2,348,000 1,555,000 1,886,000

I Reflects 1% rescission.

Last year, the Gulf Coast hurricanes showed in stark relief ex-
amples of the inadequacy and neglect of our nation’s water re-
source infrastructure. Given the lessons of last year, the level of
Operations and Maintenance funding proposed by the Administra-
tion is inadequate. The Committee has reallocated funding to bring
the account to approximate parity with last year’s funding. The
Committee has also provided an additional $10,000,000 to the Ohio
River and tributaries navigation system to implement the improve-
ments as outlined in the Great Lakes and Ohio River Division’s
Five Year Development Perspective. Though inadequate to address
all identified needs, the additional funding is provided to support
the efforts of the Division and stakeholders in the development of
this perspective. This plan is discussed below in more detail under
the heading Five-Year Development Plans.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND EXECUTION

Over the past two years, the Committee has embarked on a con-
certed effort to improve general budgeting and project execution by
the Corps. This effort was precipitated, in part, by a progressively
tighter fiscal environment, the enormous backlog of Civil Works
projects, and the realization that the Civil Works program has be-
come an agglomeration of individual projects of interest to the Con-
gress and the Administration, with little or no systematic approach
to the Nation’s water and coastal infrastructure underlying the se-
lection of which projects received funding.

The Committee maintains the Civil Works program must be
managed as a program rather than a collection of individual
projects. The Committee supports the Corps mission and believes
the Nation’s water resource infrastructure is a critical element of
our transportation system. Nevertheless, it is essential the Corps
takes a more sophisticated, business-like approach to project execu-
tion. The Corps must restore this Committee’s confidence in its
ability to execute the appropriations provided by Congress as well
as provide technical assessments of the Nation’s water resource in-
frastructure needs. The Gulf Coast hurricanes of 2005 have re-
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sulted in enormous pressures on the Corps; its ability to execute
projects and critically assess its own performance, both past and
present, are now at the forefront of the Nation’s consciousness.

The Committee remains concerned that the Corps cannot provide
the Congress with accurate accounting of its financial commit-
ments, both in terms of contractual obligations and promises to
repay past reprogrammings. The Committee supports the creation
of a Chief Financial Officer for the Corps of Engineers and sup-
ports additional headquarters personnel to staff such a position.
The level of decentralization versus command and control should be
reevaluated in light of the Corps’ inability to provide timely and ac-
curate accounting of financial information. In addition, the Corps
should examine revising the reporting requirements in its financial
accounting system to ensure that critical information is collected
and reported upward.

Last year, the Committee directed the Corps to give immediate
attention to several program management issues including: five-
year plans, conservative use of reprogramming and continuing con-
tracts, performance based budgeting and Congressional justifica-
tion materials. The Corps and the Administration have made
progress in each of these areas, but much work remains. Collec-
tively, the Congress, the Administration and the Corps of Engi-
neers must work together to ensure that constrained federal re-
sources are spent effectively, commitments to local sponsors are
honored, projects are completed in an efficient manner, and tax-
payers receive the greatest return on their investment.

Five-year comprehensive budget planning.—In response to grow-
ing concern that the Civil Works program lacks a clear set of prior-
ities to guide either development of the annual budget request or
annual appropriations bills, the Committee directed the Corps over
the last two years to prepare and submit a comprehensive five-year
plan for the Civil Works program. Such a plan, in the view of the
Committee, would begin to allay the concern that the Civil Works
program has become nothing more than an assortment of indi-
vidual projects lacking a coherent focus.

The Committee reiterates its strong belief in the value of devel-
oping five-year plans and longer-term strategic visions to help
guide budget requests and Congressional spending decisions. Such
plans force discipline and regional integration in making budgetary
decisions and encourage stability from year to year. By providing
the Congress and the Executive Branch a view of what lies ahead
in the Civil Works program, a comprehensive five-year plan may
alleviate some of the pressure to fund every project in each fiscal
year. The development of a plan will also require the Corps to
make the necessary tradeoffs to integrate individual projects into
a coherent Civil Works program for future years. In the absence of
a rational strategy, the long-term vitality of the Corps is placed at
risk and scarce federal resources will be squandered on projects of
limited national benefit.

The Committee is pleased with the ASA(CW)'s and OMB’s will-
ingness to pursue a more robust five-year plan for the Corps of En-
gineers Civil Works Program. The version of the plan provided in
fiscal year 2006 was an improvement over the last submission and
the Committee looks forward to further refinements to the plan.
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The Committee is, however, disappointed in the decision made by
the ASA(CW) to instruct the Great Lakes and Ohio River Division
to remove the Ohio River and Tributaries Navigation System Five-
Year Development Perspective from the Division’s website because
it is not consistent with the Administration’s policy. This plan is
the most comprehensive and informative report that has come to
the attention of the Committee. In it, the Corps attempts to assess
the current status and “acceptable” level of performance for
projects under its jurisdiction. The Committee rejects the view that
this plan would in any way require the Administration or the Con-
gress to fund these projects at the level recommended in this plan,
nor does the existence of the plan insinuate that the Administra-
tion or Congress agrees with the assessment. The report is, how-
ever, an attempt from a technical perspective to assess the current
state of the Ohio River’s navigation infrastructure. As such, the
Committee applauds the efforts of the Great Lakes and Ohio River
Division and other interested parties in the development of this
“perspective.”

Misplaced emphasis on expenditures.—The Committee continues
its direction that the Corps adhere to a fiscal management practice
that fully honors congressional direction and accepts a higher level
of carryover funds in order to achieve greatly increased trans-
parency into project costs and multiyear funding commitments.

The management changes initiated last year have resulted in
higher levels of carryover as predicted. However, the estimates of
carryover of available funding, after adjusting for Act language,
total 13 percent, of which only 5 percent is unobligated. In the
Committee’s view this is an acceptable level of carryover and sig-
nificantly less than other agencies that execute major public infra-
structure projects. In a time of limited discretionary spending, it is
the Committee’s belief that the Corps must execute its program in
a fiscally responsible manner. This will require more attention and
effort on the part of the Corps in developing project estimates, but
should result in a lower level of unobligated carryover in the future
as the transition to the new business model is fully executed
through the budgeting process.

As noted in last year’s report, prior to fiscal year 2006, the Corps
operated with a formal strategy to expend 99 percent of annual ap-
propriations. While this strategy had a justifiable basis and sounds
reasonable in theory, the Corps became inordinately focused on the
99-percent expenditure goal. The strategy ignored project financial
requirements in future years and congressional project allocations
for the current year. The consequence of this policy, perhaps unin-
tended, is the creation of significant payback requirements that are
not currently budgeted.

Reprogrammings.—In fiscal year 2006, the Committee rec-
ommended changes to the reprogramming authorities allowed the
Corps of Engineers. For the first year, these reprogramming re-
quirements were carried in Act language rather than in the report.
This change was based, in large part, on a report by the Govern-
ment Accountability Office (GAO) which found that the Corps had
come to rely on reprogramming as its primary instrument to man-
age funds. It no longer reprogrammed funds in cases of unforeseen
need or changed circumstances but as a substitute for an effective
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and fiscally responsible financial planning, management and pri-
ority-setting system for the Civil Works program. GAO findings
show that funds where moved into and subsequently, out of,
projects on the same day or within a matter of days.

The Committee recognizes that there are legitimate instances
where reprogramming is necessary and desirable, and has endeav-
ored to work with the Administration and the Corps to ensure
those instances are addressed expeditiously. The flexibility to move
funds among projects is a necessary tool to adjust to changing
project conditions and needs; the guidelines imposed by the Com-
mittee are simply a method to exercise Congressional oversight to
ensure that the Civil Works program is being executed consistent
with Congressional intent. The Committee reminds the Adminis-
tration that once a project is provided funding in this, or any other
Act, and signed by the President, all projects are of equal merit.
The Committee will not accept differential treatment of projects
based on whether they are contained in the bill or in report lan-
guage nor on whether the Administration considers a project to be
“budgetable.”

One of the reasons given to allow the Corps broad reprogram-
ming authority is that budgets are developed and submitted to the
Congress months prior to the start of the fiscal year. The Com-
mittee is well aware that project circumstances may change in that
timeframe, and has therefore offered the Corps and the Adminis-
tration the opportunity to provide the Congress updated estimates
for this subset of projects prior to the House and Senate confer-
encing their respective bills. This conference occurs only months
prior to the start of the fiscal year and such changes can be accom-
modated as necessary. The Committee therefore no longer has pa-
tience for this argument. While there will likely still be changed
circumstances to individual project needs during the year, these
may be addressed through the reprogramming authorities and
processes.

The change to a new business model within the Corps has re-
sulted in a transition period; however, the accountability and reli-
ability of the program will improve as Members of Congress, local
sponsors, and contractors can be certain that appropriated funds
will be expended on those projects for which they were intended.
It is this Committee’s intent that past commitments to Members
and local sponsors be met. To this end, the Committee has provided
funding in the Construction and Investigations accounts to address
a subset of the projects that will require payback in fiscal year
2007.

Past practices have resulted in a cumulative financial obligation
that is significant, a undefined, and in large part, unbudgeted. In
an era of limited Federal budgets and increasing needs for our Na-
tion’s infrastructure, this practice cannot be maintained. The Com-
mittee remains concerned that neither Congress nor the Corps
knows the full extent of the payback required. Accordingly, and for
the second year, the Corps is directed to submit a report to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations within 30 days of
enactment of this Act summarizing, by project, the total cumulative
amount of repayments owed to the donor projects. As a result of
this Committee’s extreme frustration in the Corps inability to pro-
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vide such critical information, the Act contains general provisions
which transfer $10,000,000 from the Expense account and
$1,000,000 from the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil
Works into the Operations and Maintenance account to meet
unbudgeted critical needs of the nation’s water resource infrastruc-
ture iln the event the report is not received in the timeframe re-
quired.

To ensure that the expenditure of funds in fiscal year 2007 is
consistent with congressional direction, to minimize the movement
of funds, and to improve overall budget execution, the bill incor-
porates by reference the projects identified in the report accom-
panying this Act into statute. In addition, the bill again includes
a section prohibiting the obligation or expenditure through a re-
programming of funds that:

(1) creates or initiates a new program, project or activity;

(2) eliminates a program, project or activity;

(3) increases funds or personnel for any program, project or
thivity for which funds have been denied or restricted by this

ct;

(4) reduces funds that are directed to be used for a specific
activity by this Act;

(5) increases funds for any existing program, project or activ-
ity by more than $2,000,000 or 25 percent, whichever is less;
or

(6) reduces funds for any program, project or activity by
more than $2,000,000 or 25 percent, whichever is less.

This provision shall not apply to the initiation of new projects or
activities under the continuing authorities programs. However, new
projects under the continuing authorities program not identified in
the conference agreement to accompany this Act must be submitted
to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations for ap-
proval. Reprogramming approvals shall also be required for
changes in a project’s scope and cost relative to what was sub-
mitted in the justification sheets. These guidelines vitiate all other
reprogramming guidance provided in previous appropriations Acts
or their accompanying reports and shall be applied to all accounts
within the Corps of Engineers.

Not later than 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Corps of Engineers shall submit a report to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and the House of Representatives to
establish the baseline for application of reprogramming and trans-
fer authorities for the current fiscal year. The report shall include:

(1) a table for each appropriation with a separate column to
display the President’s budget request, adjustments made by
Congress, adjustments due to enacted rescissions, if appro-
priate, and the fiscal year enacted level,

(2) a delineation in the table for each appropriation both by
object class and program, project and activity as detailed in the
budget appendix for the respective appropriations; and

(3) an identification of items of special congressional interest.

The Corps of Engineers shall not reprogram any funds received as
a non-Federal share for project costs.

Continuing contracts.—When entering into such contracts, the

Corps obligates the federal government to pay certain costs from
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future appropriations. Contractors may perform more work than is
budgeted in any fiscal year, but when available appropriations for
the current fiscal year are exhausted, work continues at the con-
tractors’ risk, with an expectation that payment will be made from
subsequent appropriations. Simple interest may be added to any
delayed payment that the contracting officer determines was actu-
ally earned under the terms of the contract and would have been
made but for exhaustion of funds. The Rivers and Harbors Appro-
priations Act of 1890 first authorized the Corps to award continu-
ation contracts. Later, section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act of
1922 provided general authority to award continuing contracts for
any public work on canals, rivers, and harbors adopted by Con-
gress. These specific authorizations for continuing contracts save
the Corps from being in violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act.

Last year, the Congress limited the Corps’ ability to use con-
tinuing contracts. This action was the result of several years of in-
creasing concern with the Corps’ liberal use of and inadequate
budgeting for continuing contracts. The Committee recognizes the
Corps has taken significant steps to curb the inappropriate use of
this contracting mechanism, but believes additional action is nec-
essary to define the scope of out-year obligations on these con-
tracts.

Last year, the Committee requested that the Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) review the Corps’ use of continuing con-
tracts during fiscal years 2003 to 2005. The results of this review,
though preliminary, only confirm the Committee’s belief that the
Corps had turned to this unique contracting authority as the rule
and not the exception. Combined with the drive to expend virtually
all of its annual appropriations, abuse of the continuing contract
authority drove the massive merry-go-round of reprogramming.

For the period of fiscal years 2003 to 2005, GAO found that the
Corps had no real basis or rationale for the use of the continuing
contract clause in most of the contracts reviewed. In the sample of
continuing contracts reviewed, GAO found that over 50 percent
were less than 12 months in duration and valued at less than $5
million. These findings only validate the Committee’s concern over
excessive use of the clause. In one case, the Corps even issued a
continuing contract for janitorial services. The most disturbing
finding of the GAO review was that the Corps was unable to iden-
tify the total number of contracts awarded that included the con-
tinuing contract clause. This was due to the fact that the Corps did
not track information on continuing contracts, despite the fact that
the Corps’ financial management database had a field that identi-
fied contracts with a continuing contract clause.

The Committee remains concerned that the Corps does not have
an accurate accounting of existing continuing contracts. Therefore,
the Corps is directed to hire a national accounting firm, utilizing
General Expense funding, to audit its contracting records and pro-
vide a full accounting of all existing continuing contracts, and their
corresponding obligations by fiscal year for the planned duration of
the contract. The findings of this audit should be provided to the
Committees on Appropriations by August 1, 2007.

The Committee reminds the Corps that Congress determines how
much funding is to be available for a particular project in any given
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fiscal year, and the Corps must ensure that it manages its program
within the funds provided each year. The Corps abrogates its man-
agement responsibilities and improperly intrudes upon congres-
sional prerogatives in determining annual appropriation levels
when the Corps reserves insufficient funds to cover the work per-
formed each fiscal year through the duration of the contract or
when, through reprogramming, it makes available funds in excess
of the amounts reserved in such contracts in any fiscal year be-
cause of unbudgeted accelerated contractor earnings. The Federal
government, not the contractor, must determine how much will be
spent on each project each year.

The bill includes a provision that prohibits the use of funds pro-
vided in title I of this Act to execute any new continuing contract
(or modifications to any existing continuing contract) that commits
an amount for a project in excess of the amount appropriated for
such project in this Act. In addition, the Committee continues its
direction from last year that the Corps shall:

(1) discontinue the practice of reserving insufficient funds to
cover the work to be performed each fiscal year through the
duration of the contract;

(2) discontinue the practice of reprogramming funds to sat-
isfy contractor earnings in excess of the amounts reserved in
the contract for the current fiscal year;

(3) discontinue the practice of issuing continuing contracts
for small-scale projects that are limited in scope, schedule, con-
struction and funding requirements;

(4) issue continuing contracts only when it is determined
that such a contract is the preferred means, demonstrated by
an alternative analysis, and only after the approval of the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations;

(5) budget fully the out-year costs of all existing and new
continuing contracts (or, if the budget year policy is to elimi-
nate the authority to execute such contracts, fund fully the ter-
mination costs of such contracts in the budget year);

(6) provide to the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations within 30 days of enactment of this Act a report iden-
tifying all existing continuing contracts and the amount, by
project, of the out-year funding requirements of those con-
tracts; and

(7) provide a quarterly update to the report identified above
in item (6).

In addition, any new continuing contract shall be submitted by the
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) for approval to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, consistent with
the reprogramming guidelines contained in this Act.

Congressional justification materials.—The congressional jus-
tifications submitted by the Corps in support of the annual budget
request, while vastly improved from last year, continue to be inad-
equate for an appropriation request of nearly $5 billion. For the
first year, the Administration presents the budget estimate by mis-
sion area and presents information on projects funded in the cur-
rent year but for which no funds are requested. The Committee
continues to believe the materials must include a clearly articu-
lated overview and discussion of policy proposals included in the
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annual budget request beyond that which is included in the annual
summary of the President’s budget request. The Committees on Ap-
propriation should not be required to consult multiple documents
to gain a semi-complete accounting of the Corps’ budget request.
The Committee reiterates this information shall include, but not be
limited to, an analysis of appropriations language provisions and
changes; comparative amounts available for obligation; comparative
amounts showing obligations by object class; summary of changes
from the enacted level; a delineation of responses to significant
items included in the reports accompanying annual appropriations
Acts; appropriations and authorizing histories; explanations of how
individual projects fit in the context of larger regional objectives,
and narrative and tabular summaries of program requests.

The Committee recognizes that continued improvements required
in the budget justifications will need to be developed over time;
however, the Committee expects major changes in the fiscal year
2008 budget submission and pledges to work with the Corps to de-
velop implementing instructions to its program offices.

Performance-based budget.—Last year, the OMB proposed seven
performance guidelines for funding Corps construction projects in
order to generate greater benefits. The current budget request sup-
ports a major change to the guidelines proposed in 2006 to ensure
funding for flood and storm damage reduction projects that address
a significant, ongoing risk to human safety. The Committee ap-
plauds the inclusion of this consideration and appreciates the con-
tinued efforts of the Administration in refining the rationale for fo-
cusing limited federal resources on finishing the most important
projects in a timely manner.

Based on concerns that the ranking system, the ratio of remain-
ing benefits-to-remaining costs, has several inherent biases, in fis-
cal year 2006 the Congress directed the Corps to contract with the
National Academy of Public Administration to study and rec-
ommend factors which should be used in determining the allocation
of limited resources for the construction of water resource projects.
In determining the projects identified in this report, the Committee
used the Administration’s ranking system as a guide but not as a
final determinative in the allocation of funds and awaits the results
of the above study to further consider project allocations.

Savings and slippage.—In fiscal year 2006, the Committee dis-
continued the practice of assuming an estimate for savings and
slippage within the Corps of Engineers civil works program. As
noted in last year’s report, the practice had devolved into a method
to reduce projects in order to fund more projects than an appropria-
tion would support. This practice led to confusion, and in some
cases, allocations to projects in excess of appropriated funding
through reprogramming. As savings and slippage occurs on any
project in the Corps civil works construction and investigations pro-
grams and the investigations and construction elements of the
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries account in fiscal
year 2007, resources excess to a project’s total needs shall remain
available for two years after the date of enactment of the Act mak-
ing appropriations for that particular project, after which time un-
obligated balances may be transferred to other ongoing projects,
consistent with the reprogramming guidelines contained in this
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Act. The Corps shall submit to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations an annual report detailing project execution rel-
ative to stated capability and enacted appropriations.

Continuing Authorities.—The Fiscal Year 2006 Act contained di-
rection for the Corps to provide the Committees on Appropriations
a management plan and delineation of all ongoing projects and out-
year funding requirements; this plan has yet to be received though
the Act directed it be submitted by January 7, 2006. The Com-
mittee is aware that much ado has been made with regard to
Congress’s inclination toward directing funding to specific projects.
The Committee has repeatedly requested detailed information on
this program. In response, the Corps has not been able to provide
information useful in decision-making nor has it demonstrated a
thorough knowledge and accounting of the existing commitments or
out-year program requirements.

Until such time as the Corps can establish that it has a firm
grasp of the program, Congress has no reason to give the Corps
discretion. In light of the quality of information provided to date,
the Committee believes it has given more than sufficient latitude
by providing programmatic funding in excess of Congressionally di-
rected projects.

In an effort to reduce the backlog of projects, the fiscal year 2006
Act placed a moratorium on the execution of new cost sharing
agreements. The Committee continues this direction with the fol-
lowing exception: where sufficient funds are congressionally di-
rected or otherwise available to complete the current phase, the
Corps may execute the cost sharing agreement. This exception does
not obviate the need for the Corps to meet all Congressionally di-
rected project requirements prior to executing any new agreements.

Funding provided for Continuing Authorities projects in this Act
shall not be available to initiate construction unless construction
can be completed within the funds provided. Unobligated funds car-
ried forward from previous years may not be used to initiate any
new projects unless submitted to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations and approved by them.

INVESTIGATIONS
Appropriation, 2006 ...........cccceeeeririinenieneneeeee e 1$162,360,000
Budget estimate, 2007 94,000,000
Recommended, 2006 ...........ccooovuvrieeeieeiiiiieiieeeeeeereee e eeeeenreee e ee e 128,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........cccocceeiiiiiienieeee e — 34,360,000
Budget estimate, 2007 ........ccceeeeieeieiiieeeiee e +34,000,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $37,300,000.

This appropriation funds studies to determine the need, the engi-
neering and economic feasibility, and the environmental and social
suitability of solutions to water and related land resource problems;
and funds preconstruction engineering and design, data collection,
interagency coordination, and research.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $128,000,000, a
decrease of $34,360,000 from the fiscal year 2006 enacted level, and
$34,000,000 over the budget estimate. The budget request and the
approved Committee allowance are shown on the following table:
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INVESTIGATIONS
{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

ALASKA

YAKUTAT HARBOR, AK........iiiveinniiinr i 390 300

ARIZONA
PIMA COUNTY (TRES RIOS DEL NORTE), AZ................. B 250
RILLITO RIVER, PIMA COUNTY, AZ. ... ... ... ... . vvnn 300 ---
RIO SALADO DESTE, SALT RIVER, AZ...................... ve. 250
VA SHLY-AY AKIMEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION, AZ.......... 200 200

ARKANSAS
HOT SPRINGS CREEK, AR....... .. ..ot 200 200
PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR......... ... . . . i iviiiiinecnannn .- 460

CALIFORNIA
ARROYO SECO WATERSHED................iiiiiiiiiniann .es 200
BIG BEAR LAKE, SANTA ANNA RIVER, CA................... - 850
CALIFORNIA COASTAL SEDIMENT MASTER PLAN, CA........... 300 300
CITY OF EINGLEWODD, CA... . ... .. ... ... . i .. 175
CITY OF NORWALK.CA. ... .. .. i i e .- 200
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA. ... ... ... . . i iiniiinnnnnn .- 550
COAST OF CA, SOUTH COAST REGION (LA COUNTY). CA.... . .. .- 200
CORNFIELDS, CA.. ... ... .o 500
CORTE MADERI CREEK WATERSHED, CA...................... .- 200
DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA..... ... ... ... ... ... ...iunnn s 600
ESTUDILLG CARAL, CA.... ... i 600 800
GRAYSONS AND MURDERS CREEK, CA.................... ... - 200
LAGUNA DE SANTA ROSA, CA. ... ... ... . ... ... .......... o 200
LLAGAS CREEK. CA....... .. . i . 250
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CA.... ... e --- 200
LOS ANGELES RIVER RESTORATION, CA. ... ... .............. a-- 200
HATILIJA DAM, CA. ... .. e 400 500
NAPA RIVER, SALT MARSH RESTORATION, CA................ 300 300
OCEAN BEACH, SAN FRANCISCO, CA...... ........... ... .... .- 500
PAJARD RIVER AT WATSONVILLE, CA............. ... ...... e 750
RUSSIAN RIVER RESTORATION, CA...... .. ... i .. 200
SAN BERNARDINO LAKES AND STREAMS, CA.................. .- 1,000
SAN CLEMENTE SHORELINE, CA..... ... ... ... .. ..o, . 300
SAN FRANSIQUITO CREEK, CA....... ... ... .. .oviiiniinns ER 225
SAN JACINTO RIVER RESTORATION, CA..................... --- 1,000
SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, WEST STANISLAUS, CA...... .... ca 200
SANTA ROSA CREEK, CA...... .. it i iiienes . 300
SEVEN OAKS & PRADO DAMS WATER CONS., CA............... .- 1,500
SUN VALLEY WATERSHED, CA. ... .. ... ..................... aes 200
SUTTER COUNTY, CA. ... .. . . i 338 400
UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA........ ... .. .. ... ... .0.v.... 18 318
WILSON AND OAK GLEN CREEKS. CA........................ .- 800

COLORADD
CACHE LA POUDRE, CO...... ... o it 304

FLORIDA
BREVARD COUNTY, FL. ... ... . i - 315
EGMONT KEY, FL.... .. ... i, .. 350
HILE POINT, FL. ... .. it .. 200

ST JOHNS COUNTY SHORE PROTECTION, FL.................. on- 200
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INVESTIGATIONS
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

GEORGIA
AUGUSTA, GA. .. it s caaana s .- 55
LLONG ISLAND, MARSH AND JOHNS CREEKS, GA............... 200 -
OATES CREEK, AUBUSTA, GA. . ... ... ..c.iiiiiniiian e .. 750
SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA......... ... ... ...coocen .. 1,750
GUAH
HAGATNA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, GUAM........ ... .......... 100 100
HAWAII
ALA WAT CANAL, OAHU, HI. .. ... ... .o 300 300
ILLINDIS
DES PLAINS RIVER {PHASE II), IL............... .. RPN .. 500
ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION, IL.................. 400 400
KEITH CREEK, JL.. . .. i i i iaananann .- 300
SOUTHEAST ILLINOIS SHORELINE, IL...................... ae- 200
UPPER MISSISSIPPI COMP PLAN, IL, IA, MO, HN, WI....... .- 500
INDIANA
INDIANA HARBOR, IN.. .. ... .. i 300 750
KANSAS
TOPEKA, KS. . i e e 100 200
WALNUT AND WHITEWATER RIVER WATERSHEDS, KS...... e 80 200
KENTUCKY
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, SOUTHWEST, KY................ - 200
NORTHERN KENTUCKY, KY.. ... .. ... ..o it .. 300
WILLIAMSTOWN, KY.. ... ... ... i .- 500
LOUISIANA
BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LA... .. ... .. i, 1.500 1,500
CALCASIEU LOCK, LA ... i i .e 400
CALCASTEU RIVER BASIN, LA...... . ... ....viviiiiiiann 247 500
CALCASIEU RIVER PASS SHIP CHANNEL ENLARGEMENT, LA..... .en 500
CROSS LAKE., LA .. ... .. s e 300
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYST REST, LA (SCIENCE & TEC 5,000 5,000
LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA...... 20,000 20,000
MARYLAND
ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, MD AND DC............ e 400
HASSACHUSETTS
BOSTON HARBOR (45-FOOT CHANNEL), MA................... 300 300
MICHIGAN
DETROIT RIVER GREENWAY, MBI ... . ... ... ....... ...... . 250
GREAT LAKES NAV BYST STUDY, MI, IL, IN, MN, NY, OH, PA 300 2,034
MINNESOTA

WILD RICE RIVER, RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN..... 300 -
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INVESTIGATIONS
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

HISSOURI
JORDAN CREEK, SPRINGFIELD, MO............ ... ......... --- §00
HIGH SCHOOL BRANCH - NEOSHO, MO....................... 175
KAMSAS CITYS, MO & KS. ... i i s 500 750
SPRINGFIELD, MD.. ... .. ... i 250 250
ST LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, HO................... .. .... 243 350
ST LOUIS MISSISSIPPI RIVERFRONT, MO & IL.............. - 200
WEARS CREEK, JEFFERSON CITY, MO.. .. ................... 150 ---
MONTANA
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT........................ 200 250
NEBRASKA
LOWER PLATTE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NE................ 130 175
NEW HAMPSHIRE
HERRIMACK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH & MA....... ....... 200 e
PORTSHOUTH HARBOR & PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH.............. - 200
NEW JERSEY
HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, HUDSON-RATITAN, NJ............ 200 500
HIGHLANDS, RARITAN BAY & SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ........... —e 200
LOWER PASSAIC RIVER, HUDSON-RARITAN EST., NJ.......... --- 1,000
LOWER SADDLE RIVER, BERGEN COUNTY, NJ... .............. LR 250
NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, HEREFORO TO CAPE MAY INLE 200 200
NEW JERSEY SHORELINE ALT NOURISHMENT, NJ.............. - 400
NEW HEXICO
HIDDLE RIQ GRAMDE BOSQUE, NM.......................... 200 300
SOUTHWEST VALLEY, ALBUQUERQUE, NM..................... .- 225
NEW YORK
BRONX RIVER BASIN. .. ... ... . . iiiriiiiircnninninnnnn, nee 400
CRESCENT BEACH, SOUTH SIDE OF STATEN ISLAND, NY....... .- 200
BUFFALO RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING. NY...... ........ 100 200
HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, NY & NJ..................... 400 600
ONONDAGA LAKE, NY. ... ... . .. i, 750
SAW HILL RIVER BASIN, WESTCHESTER COUNTY, NY.......... - 200
NORTH CAROLINA
CURRITUCK SOUND, NC. ... ... .. it ininninns 150 .-
NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC.. .. ... ... ...oiiirrvinnnnnnn, 150 150
SURF CITY & NORTH TOPSAIL, NC......................... _e 100
OHIO
WESTERN LAKE ERIE, OH.............. .. ..iviiinenn, ... --- 300
OREGON
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA... 100 200
PENNSYLVANIA

UPPER OHIO NAVIGATION STUDY, PA.......... ............. .n 1,300
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INVESTIGATIONS
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

EDISTO ISLAND, SC.. ... ...t 100 200
TENNESSEE
HILL CREEK WATERSHED, DAVIDSON COUNTY, TN............. 150 150
TEXAS
BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL, TX......... 500 500
BUFFALO BAYOU, TX. .. ... i innnnnns .- 200
BUFFALO BAYQU & TRIBS., WHITE OAK BAYOU, TX........... . .- 200
FREEPORT HARBOR, TX. ... . ity 500 500
GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX............ 300 650
LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX..................... ool 300 400
LOWER SAN ANTONIA RIVER BASIC (TRI-COUNTY), TX........ .- 300
HIDDLE BRAZOS RIVER, TX. .. .. iiiiiciiianeiain .- 325
NORTHWEST EL PASO. TX. .. ... i i - 200
NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX............... ... ... 250 250
RAYMONOVILLE DRAIN, TX.... .. ... .. it .- 300
RESACAS AT BROWNSVILLE, TX..............cooviiioinianen .- 250
RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX...... ... .. i 50 50
SABINE - NECHES WATERWAY, TX....... ... .. coviiiiiiiaan. 400 400
SABINE PASS TO GALVESTON BAY, TX..............ccovvnns 270 300
TEXAS CITY CHANNEL (50-FOOT PROJECT), TX.............. 800 -
UPPER TRINITY RIVER, TX.. .. ... . i -a- 1.600
VIRGINIA
CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE ERDSION, MATHEWS COUNTY, VA.. 39 39
DISMAL SWAMP AND DISHMAL SWAMP CANAL, VA............... 62 62
FOUR MILE RUN, VA ... ... ... ... .. i, “ae 800
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC {8EC 216)...... 300 300
LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA............. ..., ... ..., 349 348
MIDDLE POTOMAC, CAMERON/HOLMES RUN, VA................ .- 400
PHILPOT LAKE, VA... . ... .. . e - 225
WASHINGTON
ELLIOT BAY SEAWALL, WA......... . ... e 225
GRAYS HARBOR AT CHEHALIS RIVER, WA. ... ................ .- 325
PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE MARINE HABITAT RESTORATION, WA.. 400 500
SKAGIT RIVER, WA. ... ... .o i i, - 200
SKOKOMISH RIVER, WA.......... ... o i nian, .- 325

WEST VIRGINIA

PARKERSBURG/VIENNA RIVERFRONT PARK, WVY................ --- 328
WISCONSIN
ST CROIX RIVER RELOCATION OF ENDANGERED HUSSELS, WI... .- 325
ST CROIX RIVER, WI & MN...... ..., .. 250
HISCELLANEOUS
COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION................coo.... . 1,400 1,400
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES. ... ................... e 50 50
FLOOD DAMAGE DATA. ... ... ... ... .. ... .. . iiien... 220 220
FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES....................... 5,625 6,200
HYDROLOGIC STUDIES. ... ..ot 250 250
INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES . ................ccoovvi.., 200 200
NATIONAL INVENTORY OF FLOOD/STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PRO 20,000 ---
NATIONAL SHORELINE STUDY................ ..o uunns, 375 375

OTHER COORDINATION PROGRAMS........................... 3,873 3,873
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INVESTIGATIONS
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES......................... 4,550 4,550
PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE)...... 225 225
REMOTE SENSING / GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT 150 150
REPROGRAMMING INVESTHMENT FUND.......... ... ............ - 15,000
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPHMENT .. ... ... ..o ciivnniinniannnnn 15,200 17,734
SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS.......... 50 50
STREAM GAGING (U.5. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY)..............., 600 600
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS. ... .. ... i 350 350
TRI-SERVICE CADD/GIS TECHNOLOGY CENTER................ 350 350

Total. e e e 94,000 128,000
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Remaining items, planning assistance to states.—For fiscal year
2007, the Committee recommends $4,550,000 for planning assist-
ance to states, the same level as requested. Within the funds pro-
vided, the Corps is directed to undertake the following studies with
the amounts allocated below:

Guist Creek Lake, Kentucky .......cccccoeviviivievieieiericrieieeeeereereereereseneenes $160,000
Lake Rogers, North Carolina .................... . 50,000
Morgan State University, C&O Canal .. 100,000
Ocean Disposal Site, New Hampshire .. 100,000
Selmere, TeNNesSee ........ccccveeeeeeeeccvveeeeeeeeeiineeeeeenn . 35,800
Water Quality Study, Charlottesville, Virginia .........cc.cccceeeevveeeccveeennns 90,000
CONSTRUCTION (INCLUDING RESCISSION)
Appropriation, 2006 ............ccecieiiiiiienie e 1$2,348,280,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .. 1,555,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooeiiiiiiieiieeiieeeee et eeerree e e 1,947,171,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...... —401,109,000

Budget estimate, 2007

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $101,

+392,171,000

This appropriation funds construction, major rehabilitation, and
related activities for water resources projects whose principal pur-
pose is to provide commercial navigation, flood and storm damage
reduction, or aquatic ecosystem restoration benefits to the nation.
Portions of this account are funded from the Harbor Maintenance
Trust and the Inland Waterways Trust funds.

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $1,947,171,000, a decrease of $401,109,000 from the fiscal
year 2006 enacted appropriation and $392,171,000 over the budget
estimate. This Committee’s recommendation includes a rescission
of $56,046,000 of funds appropriated in fiscal year 2006 for projects
subsequently funded through completion in supplemental appro-
priations. The budget request and the Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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CONSTRUCTION
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET
REQUEST

HOUSE
RECOMMENDED

MOBILE HARBOR, AL...... oo
WALTER F GEORGE POWERPLANT, AL & GA (REPLACEMENT).....

ALASKA

CHIGNIK HARBOR, AK....... ... ... i ey
SAND POINT HARBOR, AK. ... ... . iiviiiiiiiiiininnsen

NOGALES, AZ. ... i i e
RIO DEL FLAG, FLAGSTAFF, AZ..............c. . iiiiiinnn
RI0 SCLADA, PHOENIX AND TEMPE REACHES, AZ...... ... ...,
TRES RIOS, AZ. ... . s
TUSCON DRAINAGE AREA, PIMA COUNTY, AZ.................

ARKANSAS

MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK AND DAM, AR.....................
MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR&OK

CALIFORNIA

AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CA..........................
CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA............. .. ... .. vuiss
CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA.... ... ... ... i
FARMINGTON GROUNDWATER, CA. ... ... ... ... iiiiinns
GUADALUPE RIVER, CA. ... ... .. e
HAHILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA........... N
HARBOR/SOUTH BAY WATER RECYCLING PROJECT, CA..........
HEACOCK & CACTUS CHANNELS............. ... ..ccoiivnn,
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA..................
LOS ANGELES HARBOR DEEPENING, CA......................
MURRIETA CREEK, CA....... ...... ... ... ... .0 i ...
NAPA RIVER, CA. ... ... ... ... .. . i i,
OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT). CA..................
PETALUMA RIVER, CA. .. ... ... i,
PLACER COUNTY SUB-REGIONAL WASTEWATER TREATHENT. CA...
PORT OF LONG BEACH {DEEPENING). CA........... .........
SACRAMENTO AREA, CA..... ... ... . . . i ..
SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA..........
SAN LORENZO RIVER, CA.. ... ... ... .. .. ciiiiiiiianns

SOUTH PERRIS PROJECT, CA...... ... .. oot onnn,

SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA...................

STOCKTON METRO FLOOD CONTROL REIMBURSE, CA............

SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER., CA (DAM SAFETY)..............

SURFSIDE-SUNSET-NEWPORT BEACH, CA /1..................

UPPER REWPORT, CA...... ... ... ... ... iieiiiviinn,

YUBA BASIN, CA. ... . ... i i
DELAWARE

DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES /1

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

WASHINGTON, DC & VICINITY.................ooiiinl..

FLORIDA

BREVARD COUNTY, FL (CANAVERAL HARBOR) /1..............
BROWARD COUNTY, FL..... ... ... ... . i iiiiiiiiinaannn.n

2,069
5,000

5.000
3,500

14,000

48,800

5,000
11,700

5,564

9,000
43,500

5,700
10,960

54,080

7.313

25,000

320

2,600
5,000

3,500

1,000
1,500
8,400
2,000
2,000

14,000
300

49,800
1,000
200
300
6,700
11,700
800
200
5,564
2,000
2,000
11,000
43,500
3,200
2,000

7.000
15,000
500
56,080
2,000
9,700
1,500
25,000
1,200
5,000
1.500

60

16,000
750
6,000
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CONSTRUCTION
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET
REQUEST

HOUSE
RECOMMENDED

FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY., FL............ ... . ... es
HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (SEEPAGE CONTROL).............
JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL.......... . ... ... . iiinanns
LAKE WORTH SAND TRANSFER PLANT, FL /1.................
NASSAU COUNTY, FL. .. ... . i s
PINELLAS COUNTY, FL /1. ... o e
PORT EVERGLADES, FL. ... .. .. . i
SOUTH FLORIDA EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL....
ST JOHNS COUNTY. FL /1. i i
ST LUCIE INLET, Fl. ... i i cn s
TAMPA HARBOR, BIG BEND, FL........... ... ... .ccoivinnn

GEORGIA

BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA... ... ... iiiiiiiniiiinnnaaviuas
QATES CREEK, AUGUSTA, GA......... ... ..
RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC...............
TYBEE ISLAND, GA..... . ... ... ... . . i i i,

IDAHO
RURAL IDAHC ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE..............
ILLINOIS

CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR}
CHICAGO SHORELINE., IL........ ... iuiiiiiinnnnnanonas
COOK COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE..............
DES PLAINES RIVER, TL....... ... iiiiiiiiinninnnnannen
EAST ST LOUIS, Ih....itoiii i e
LOCK NO 27, HISSISSIFPI RIVER, IL (REHAB) /1..........
LOCK & DAM 24, IL & MO (REHAB) /1....... ... ............
MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL....................
OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIG RIVER, IL & KY............
UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, IA, MN, MO &.
WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE & LEVEE DISTRICT, IL..............

INDIANA

CADY MARSH DITCH, LITTLE CALUMET RIVER. IN............
CALUMET REGION ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE......... ..
INDIANA SHORELINE., IN........ ... . ... iiiiiinniannnas
INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH), IN.................
INDIANAPDLIS ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE.............
JOHN T HEYERS LOCK & DAM, IN & KY,..............oheun
LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN.... ... ... ... iiiiiininaneen
HISSISSINEWA LAKE, IN (SEEPAGE CONTROL)...............

TOWA
DES MOINES RECREATIONAL RIVER & GREENBELT, IA.. .. .....
LOCK & DAM 11, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (REHAB) /1.......
LOCK & DAM 19, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (REHAB) /1.......
MISSQURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM. IA. NE. KS & HO..........
PERRY CREEK, TA........ ... ...... ... . .. ... .........
KANSAS

TURKEY CREEK BASIN, K8 & MO........ ...t
TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS (DAM SAFETY)................. ...

KENTUCKY

GREENUF LOCKS & DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & OH..............
KENTUCKY LOCK & BAH, KY...... ... ....................

164,000

8,500

4,600

6,800
10,000
6,000
2,960
45,000
110,000
26,800

1,300
39,884
200
2,000
5,500
1,000
250
164,000
200
1,000
8,500

18,700
750

2,000
3,000

6,800
10,000
750
7.000
3,400
3,800
45,000
110,000
20,000
250

4,000
3,500
1,000
500
2,000
15,500
6,000

6,000
20,300
5,444

1,500

4.000
38,000

200
10,000
8,000
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CONSTRUCTION
{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & IN.. ... ... ..
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, BEARGRASS CREEK, KY..........
METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, POND CREEK, KY............ ...
ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE)...........
SOUTHERN & EASTERN KENTUCKY, KY............ ... ...
WOLF CREEK, KY (SEEPAGE CONTROL)............... ... ...

LOUISIANA
COMITE RIVER, LA, ... ... . i it
EAST BATON ROUGE, LA. ... ... .. ... i
INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL LOCK, LA................
J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA.......................
HMARYLAND

ASSATEAGUE, MD /1. .. i e
CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD & VA...............

HASSACHUSETTS

MUDDY RIVER, BOSTON & BROOKLINE, MA...................

HICHIGAN
GENESSEE COUNTY, HI...... ... ... i i,
SAULT STE. MARIE, BI.. ... .. ... it
HINNESOTA
BRECKENRIDGE, HN..... ..ot
MILLE LACS, MN.... . . i ey
NORTHEAST, MN................. PR
KHISSISSIPPI
DESOTO COUNTY, MS.. ... .. i i i
MISSOQURE

BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO.......... ... ..... ...
BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO...................
BOIS BRULE, MO....... . . i iiirininanens

CAPE GIRARDEAU, MD......... ... ... . iieciininnoay,
CHESTERFIELD, MO. ... .. ... . ittt
CLEARWATER LAKE, MO {SEEPAGE CONTROL).................
HISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIOG AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO

NEBRASKA
ANTELOPE CREEK., LINCOLN, NE... ... ..iiiiiini i
NEVADA

RURAL NEVADA, NV..... ... ... .ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiina e ns
TROPICANA AND FLAMINGO WASHES, NV.....................

NEW JERSEY

BARNEGAT INLET TO LITTLE EGG HARBOR., NJ (NJ SHORE PROT
CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ /1...... . ..... ..

LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, NJ /1.........
HANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLET. NJ.................
MOLLY ANN'S BROOK AT HALEDON, PROSPECT PARK AND PATERS
PASSAIC RIVER PRESERVATION OF NATURAL STORAGE, NJ.....
RAMAPQ RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ........ ... ....covvieinnnn,

BUDGET
REQUEST

70,000
800
3,948
1.991

31,000

7.500

12,400

2,500

800

HOUSE
RECOMMENDED

70,000
600
3,948
1,991
1,000
31,000

15,000
5.000
18,000
2,000

2,000
2,000

1,000

500
2,200

3,000
3.000
1,000

2,000

2,000
9,750
1,060
3,200
150
28,000
8,560

7.500

400
12,400

6,000
360
130
100
600

4,000
455
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CONSTRUCTION
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET
REQUEST

HOUSE
RECOMHENDED

RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREENBROOK, NJ...................
TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ.................

NEW MEXICO

ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NH.................... ...,
ALAMOGORDO, NM. .. ... i i
RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, .

NEW YORK

ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT,
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY /1...............
FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY................
JONES INLET TO EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY................
NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ...............
ONONDAGA LAKE, NJd. ... .. i
ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX, NY.... .. .......... . .ioiiiinnns

NORTH DAKOTA

GRAND FORKS, ND - EAST GRAND FORKS, HMN................
SHEYENNE RIVER, ND...... ... .. 0iiiiiiiiniiin s

LOWER GIRARD DAM, OH.... ... ... ... . i
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK, OH.....
MILL CREEK, OH. ... .. s
OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE.....................

OKLAHOMA
CANTON LAKE, OK (DAHM SAFETY)..... ... ... ... .. ..iiun
OREGON

COLUNBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS, OR & WA..........
COLUNBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR & WA...
ELK CREEK LAKE, OR...... .. .. .. i
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, DR & WA. ..

PENNSYLVANIA

EMSWORTH L&D, OHIO RIVER, PA (STATIC INSTABILITY CORRE
JOHNSTOWN, PA. ... .. . e
LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA......
NORTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA, PA.....................coonuns
PRESQUE ISLE, PA.... ... ... . i
SAW NILL RUN, PITTSBURGH, PA....... ... ... .. ..ot
SQUTH CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA, PA........................
SOUTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA INFRASTRUCTURE, PA.............
WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING)....................

PUERTO RICO

TENNESSEE

5,818

2,400
4,200
600

2,400

2,500
30,000

12,018
1,740

5,650
800

6,000

15,000
5,300
1,440
2,200

17,000

82,772

5.000
5,816

2,400
4,200
600

2,400
5,000
2,500
500
90,000
2,000
250

12,018

788
5,650
800
18,300

6,000

15,000
6,300
1,440
2,200

17,0800
800
62,772
2.000
200
9,000
1,190
5,600

8,900
25,000

25
7,000
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CONSTRUCTION
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

CHICKAMAUGA LOCK, TN... .. i i e 27,000 27,000
TEXAS
BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX....... ..oy 20,000 23,000
CENTRAL CITY, FORT WORTH, UPPER TRINITY RIVER, TX..... ... 6,000
DALAS FLOODWAY, TX. ... .0ttt iiinn i --- 5,000
HOUSTON - GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX........... 43,076 43,076
JOHNSON CREEK, UPPER TRINITY BASIN, ARLINGTON, TX..... 500 500
NORTH PADRE ISLAND, TX.... .. ... . .o iiiiiiiiinanoia, .- 500
SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL, TX.........oviiiiii e, v 2,350
SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX... ...t 22,400 22,400
VIRGINIA
JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC {REPLACEMENT).. 11.000 11,000
NORFOLK HARBOR, VA............. ... ... ... ... ........ -~ 3,400
ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA........ 8,300 8.300
VIRGINIA BEACH HURRICANE PROTECTION, VA............... - 11,700
WASHINGTON
LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH & WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR 850 850
MT, 8T, HELENS, WA.... ... ... ... it .- 500
MUD MOUNTAIN DAH, WA (DAM SAFETY)................c..... 3.470 5,470
PUGET SOUND ADJACENT WATER, WA..................... ... --- 500

WEST VIRGINIA

BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY)..........0vvunenevnnnn 15,200 15,200
LEVISA & TUG FORKS, UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, WV, VA, KY .- 20,000
MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV....... ... ........ ... 50,800 50,800
ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV & OH...... 1,800 1.800
SOUTHERN WEST VIRGINIA, WV. ... . ... i, . 1,000
WEST VIRGINIA AND PENNSYLVANIA FLOOD CONTROL. WV & PA. wen 750
WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, KANAWHA RIVER, WV............. 4,300 4,300
WISCONSIN
NORTHERN WISCONSIN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE, WI....... - 8,000
ST. CROIX FALLS ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, WI...... “w 500
MISCELLANEOUS

AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION {SECTION 208)........... 15,100 25,000
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM.................c...von.. 3,000 4,000
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL-SEC 204/207/933 - 5,000
DAN SAFETY AND SEEPAGE/STABILITY CORRECTION PROGRAM. .. 11,000 11,000
EHMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION 1,330 15,000
ENPLOYEES COMPENSATION. ... ... . .., 21,000 21,000
ESTUARY RESTORATION PROGRAM (PL 106-457).............. 5,000 .-
FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205).................. 16,075 29,933
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - BOARD EXPENSE.......... 40 40
INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - CORPS EXPENSE.......... 170 170
NAVIGATION MITIGATION PROJECTS (SEC. 111) 71.......... --- 2,500
NAVIGATION PROJECTS (SECTION 107)..................... 845 8,000
PROJECT HODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONME 15,000 25,000
REPROGRAMMING INVESTMENT FUND. . ....................... - 40,000
SHORE PROTECTION PROJECTS (SECTION 103)............... 550 2,000
SNAGGING AND CLEARING PROJECTS (SEC 208).............. L 500
SUSPENSION FUND. .. ... i 41,372 .-

Total, Construction. ... ......coiiinrerunnneenas 1.555,000 1,847,171

1/ Project contained in 0&M budget request.
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Deferrals and suspensions.—The Committee recognizes that a
number of projects funded in fiscal year 2006 are not included in
this Act. The Committee directs the Corps to determine the costs
to defer or suspend those projects for which the Committee has not
provided appropriations in this Act and provide those estimates on
a project-by-project basis to the House Committee on Appropria-
tions by September 1, 2006.

McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Navigation System, Arkansas
and Oklahoma.—The Committee has provided $300,000 to com-
plete the general reevaluation report for the developing cutoff that
threatens the recently constructed Montgomery Point Lock and
Dam. The funding is provided to assess best solution to ensure in-
tegrity of the navigation system.

American River watershed, California.—The Committee has pro-
vided $49,800,000 for American River watershed activities. Within
this amount, not less than $15,000,000 shall be available for the
permanent bridge below Folsom Dam; the remaining funds shall be
directed to Folsom Dam Modifications, Common Features and the
Folsom Dam Raise.

The Committee has also provided $3,000,000 for the Secretary to
prepare a report that supplements the American River Watershed
Project, California Supplemental Information Report dated March
1996 for the purpose of identifying and evaluating any potential for
additional flood damage reduction to the Sacramento area that
would result from construction of a multipurpose storage facility
downstream of the confluence of the North and Middle forks of the
American River.

Further, the Committee directs the Secretary to continue to expe-
dite all actions necessary for completion of the new bridge at Fol-
som Dam, California, including completing the environmental re-
view and documentation, completing the final design, negotiating
and executing the project cooperative agreement, utilizing abbre-
viated contracting procedures and other means of simplifying and
expediting necessary procedures for approval and construction. The
Committee directs the Secretary to consider the new bridge at Fol-
som Dam, California, as a non-Central Valley Project component.

Inclusion of a feasibility study to contruct a dam in Auburn, CA,
should not interfere with or delay efforts to proceed with the
projects at Folsom Dam and should be viewed simply as an effort
to explore additional flood control options in the region behold
those that can be implemented at Folsom Dam.

Santa Ana River mainstem, California.—In total, the Committee
provides $56,080,000 for Santa Ana River main stem in California,
of which $2,000,000 is available for the Seven Oaks Dam water
quality study.

The Committee recognizes that the raising of Prado Dam has en-
dangered the existing Santa Ana River Interceptor brine line,
which is critical to the region’s water resource infrastructure. The
Committee directs the Corps of Engineers to finalize planning and
enter into a cost share agreement consistent with the existing
Santa Ana mainstem cost share agreement.

Brevard County, Canaveral Harbor, Florida.—The Committee in-
cludes $10,000,000 for the project to provide for a full cycle of sand
bypassing as mitigation for the erosion to the Brevard County
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beaches south of the Federal navigation channel. The Committee
understands that bypassing the same quantity of sand as has been
accomplished in the past, for a distance of approximately 1 mile
farther, will reduce the amount of maintenance material that needs
to be removed from the Federal navigation channel and will have
other benefits as well. The Committee urges the Corps to consider
this when awarding the sand bypass contract.

Muddy River, Boston & Brookline, Massachusetts.—The Com-
mittee has provided $1,000,000 for flood control and ecosystem res-
toration.

Stillwater, Minnesota (St. Croix River), Minnesota.—The Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is di-
rected to use previously appropriated funds to proceed with design
and construction to complete the Stillwater, Minnesota, levee and
flood control project.

New York and New Jersey Harbor, New York and New Jersey.—
Within fund provided, the Corps is directed to use up to $2,000,000
to plan for and enter into an agreement with a state or non-Federal
sponsor to develop a dredged material processing facility that
would accomplish the objectives of reducing the cost of dredged ma-
terial management in the port, preparing dredged material for ben-
eficial uses, and implementing innovative dredged material man-
agement technologies.

Rural Nevada, Nevada.—Within the funds provided for South-
eastern Rural Nevada infrastructure program, the committee pro-
vides $200,000 for the Hemenway Valley project and $200,000 for
the Boulder City project.

Ohio  environmental  infrastructure.—The  bill  provides
$18,300,000 for Ohio environmental infrastructure for fiscal year
2007. These funds shall be distributed as follows:

Clark County, Vicinity of Donnelsville waterline extension ................. $1,200,000
Fairfield County, Village of Rushville wastewater plant expansion .... 1,000,000
Fayette County, Culpepper area water system ...........ccccoeeveeevveeennnnn. 1,500,000
Fayette County, Bloomingburg water and sewer ............. 600,000
Franklin County Rickenbacker Airport water and sewer 500,000
Greene County Beaver Creek water and sewer project ... ... 250,000
Toledo Harbor power plant conversion ...........cccceeceeeeieeneeeneenveesieenneens 800,000
Cuyahoga County high performance shoreline management system

(green bulKheads) ......c.cccccvveeeeiieieieeecee et eeree e e avee e 1,300,000
Whittier Peninsula, City of Columbus storm water tanks upgrade ..... 750,000
Franklin County, Timberlake water treatment infrastructure up-

fa = Te (<Y TP 750,000
Franklin County, Harrisburg water treatment infrastructure up-

BIAAE .eiiniiiiiiete et ettt e b ettt e et eeateas 750,000
City of Orrville water main replacement ..........cccccoeceeeviieniieenieniienneenns 1,000,000
City of Louisville environmental infrastructure improvement pro-

BTATIL .evviveeeeeeeiiiieeeeeeeaeitreeeeesesaanueteeeeesassnssaeeeesssasntaeeesssasnsssnaeeesessnsssnnaees 1,000,000
City of Dublin sanitary sewer and water system ... 750,000
Montgomery County Austin Road Interchange ..........cccccocoiiiniinnnnn. 1,250,000
Montgomery County, City of Trotwood Landmark Stream improve-

8073 01 1= RRRURRRRN 400,000
Village of Green Springs wastewater improvements . 300,000
City of Clyde waterline project .........cccceeevuvreecvreeennnnnn. ... 300,000
Williams County, Kunkle area sanitary sewer .............. ... 300,000
City of Willoughby Hills, Euclid Creek sanitary sewer ..........cc.cceeeueenee 3,600,000

Elk Creek Lake, Oregon.—The Committee provides $1,440,000 for
activities at Elk Creek Lake, Oregon. None of the funds provided
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shall be available to further work on the Corps’ proposal to remove
a section of the dam for fish passage.

Southeast, Pennsylvania.—Within the funds provided for South-
eastern Pennsylvania infrastructure program, the Committee pro-
vides $100,000 for Cobbs Creek, $565,000 for Crum Creek and
$525,000 for Alberts Run.

Levisa and Tug Forks and Cumberland River, WV, VA & KY.—
For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends a total of
$20,000,000. Within the amounts provided, $17,500,000 shall be for
elements of the project in the Commonwealth of Kentucky and the
remaining $2,500,000 shall be available for the Commonwealth of
Virginia elements of the project.
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAMS

House
Recommended

SECTION 14

Batesville Wastewater Treatment Piant, White River, AR........c......... $50,000
27th Street Bridge, Glenwood Springs, CO.....covveieecvcrrcmresscssnnsieeens $322,000
Thieme Drive, Fort Wayne, IN... .. ... ..o $53,000
Patuxent River, Patuxent Beach Road, MD...........cccccccvvmrnccromncninenesn $565,000
Malapardis Brook, Hanover, Nd...........coeorncienensnmressceossranesens $650,000
St. John's Landfill, Portland, OR........cccoiireci s $809,000
Paunnacussing, Bucks County, PA...... $580,000
Lenoir City, L.ee DFIVE, TN ... eerrcseeensiniessassrarass s ensesenconaes $200,000
Nokomis Road Bridge, Ten Mile Creek, Lancaster, TX................c.c.... $515,000
SECTION 103

Tarpon SPHANGS, Fl.....vii s cenimenimesecsesnieresesssesssssstsnsaessssssssasenssss $150,000
Philadelphia Shipyard, PA. $500,000
SECTION 107

SE Jerome Creek, MD........ccoooeeeeeeeeieeeereeeeeeoseeronesesmseeseeresre s eerses $100,000
Westport River and Harbor, MA.............ccooocine v $150,000
Woods Hole, Great Harbor, MA............ccimmeinitcoee et sr s $210,000
Northwestern Michigan, Traverse City, Ml..........cccoooveeuerenreniimsneenene $175,000
Blackwater River, Hampton Harbor, NH.........c.ccocoeveriioionveeneenenne $100,000
Northwest Tennessee Regional Harbor, TN............ccoevvvcvveererccvrseeens $2,000,000

SECTION 111
Saco River and Ellis Baach, 8260, ME........c.ccocovoremeevevevoecsiorere s $247,000
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAMS

House
Recommended

SECTION 204

Wynn Road, Oregon, OH........oiiiiie e $100,000
SECTION 205

Pinhook Creek, Huntsville, AL...............cccoooiiieiiee e e $500,000
San Pedro Creek, CA. ..ot $75,000
East Peoria, IL $1,700,000
South Suburban Areas of Flood Damage Reduction, IL.................... $70,000
Mason City, Winnebago River, 1A ... $225,000
Whitewater and Walnut Rivers, KS $355,000
Jean Lafitte, Fisher School Basin, Jefferson Parish, LA..........c..conee... $2,000,000
Aberjona River Watershed, Winchester, MA............cc.ecv e, $200,000
Black Rocks Creek (Blackwater River), Salisbury, MA, $250,000
Detroit Beach, Lake Erie, Ml............cc..oooevioviviiceeceen $75,000
Montevideo, MN ... $1,800,000
Livingston, MT.........cc.ccoo.. $157,000
Platte River, Freemont, NE..............cccoonneenne $190,000
Jackson Brook, NJ........cccoreeeonreceneceienienc e $400,000
Upper Passaic River, Long Hill, NJ............. $2,615,000
Limestone Creek, Village of Fayetteville, NY.. $75,000
Hominy Creek, NC.......coccovvineeneiereceee e $100,000
Lower Lycoming Creek, Lycoming County, PA... $300,000
Montoursville, PA.......c.cccoovviiieee, $450,000
Richland Creek, TN.... $150,000

SANAY CrEK, TN.ooooo oo oo .

$29,000
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAMS

House
Recommended

SECTION 206

Huntsville Spring Branch, AL......c....crroieiecrnnmrenernsesenseeeerenens $800,000
Brownsville Branch, AR........... $154,000
Salt RIVET, CA .ot assresse e sacseasaes $400,000
Arkansas River Fisheries Habitat Restoration, CO... $350,000
Mill River, SIamford, CT .t sn e v s ene e $40,000
Big Fishweir Creek, FlL. ..o e $150,000
Everglades and South Florida, FL.. $85,000
Stevenson Creek, FL ...t $3,840,000
Tsala Apopka Littoral Shelf, FL.........c..ccciiiivviin e $300,000
Turkey Creek, Brevard County, FL $500,000
Chattahoochee Fall Ling, GA.....cccvvviieiiviicirr et see e $2,000,000
EUgene Field, I ..ot es e nan $400,000
Kankakee River, IL & IN... $66,000
Cedar Lake, IN......ccco it cen e et ebesen e $180,000
WO LaKe, INL.....ooiiiee ettt saaes $2,900,000
Ventura Marsh, A $800,000
North Beach Wetland, MD..........ccoiiieiiiiiiver it eeser v $65,000
Milford Pond Ecosystem Restoration, Milford, MA.............cc......co... $80,000
Nashawannuck Pond, MA $750,000
Treats PONd, MA............ccoiioiiieiee st ise sttt er e ere e ee et seanen $738,000
Homer Lake, St. Joeph River, Ml..........cociii e $80,000
Grover's Mill Pond, NJ $800,000
SoUNAVIEW Park, NY......cviiiiriieiriisieersecieeir et es s cesree e eeeeeseanas $400,000
Ore Knob, NC....oooieieeeeee et et res e $250,000
Western Cary Streams, NC $200,000
Olentangy River 5th Ave Dam, OH........cccocevviviiriiee v $600,000
Fogelsville Dam, PA ...ttt ar e e $250,000
Little Parke Run, PA... $250,000
North Park Lake, PA ..., $350,000
Sheraden Park and Chartiers Creek, PA............ccoocooevrrieeenn., $440,000
Southampton Creek, Bucks County, PA... $350,000
Ten Mile River, Rl e, $52,000
Lynches River / Lake City, SC.....cccooovivviiiiriinciiiie e $400,000
Pocotaligo River and Swamp, SC......covcvieevivcinn $650,000
Wilson Branch Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, SC...........cccocrvvve.n. $43,000
BUrgess Falls, TN.....ccoii ittt er e $500,000
Meridian, TX............ $246,000
Lake Anna, VA $188,000
SECTION 208

Great Piece Meadows, Essex & Morris Counties, NJ........................ $200,000
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CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAMS

House
Recommended

SECTION 1135

Bull Creek Channel Ecosystem Restoration Project, CA.........c.ooes $2,000,000
TUjunga Wash, CA... ..o sesssnssssseses cosesessiesres $150,000
SpUNKY BOMOMS, Ie.ocreec e creen e snc e s vensrsenenrearecencres $150,000
Sand Creek, KS........... $1,300,000
Bayou DeSiard, LA............. $1,707,000
Hoosic River, Aams, MA........c.oce s $500,000
Great Lakes Sea Lamprey Barrier, Ml....cccc.occoocvomnnianeeeeonenennne $500,000
NOIth Nashua, NH......cc e cnnsiorosssna s ssesssssssssnsesss $150,000
Conneaut Harbor, OH.........ocumeounincsneinssrsssossessossmsseesssssasens $100,000
JOB Creek, OK.. ..o iirimrosciereiisreaes st e scssassesssaresressssessssssassensnns $253,000
Fairmount Dam Fishladder, PA..............ccoccocvveivicccrinmmessisieccsresneres $400,000
Allin's Cave, Bamington, Rl.......cov i cvivceeeceiosenssensscsssense $6,000
Boyd's Marsh Restoration, Portsmouth, Rl...........cveeeevminenscnecrsrinnene $500,000

Village of Oyster, Northampton Co, VA........o.covoieiiiernaaa $97,000
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FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

Appropriation, 2006 1$396,000,000
Budget estimate, 2007 . 278,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ...... . 290,607,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccceeerirreenn. reee e e e aaaaas —105,393,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeiieieiieeeeree e +12,607,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $153,750.

This appropriation funds planning, construction, and operation
and maintenance activities associated with projects to reduce flood
damage in the lower Mississippi River alluvial valley below Cape
Girardeau, Missouri. The budget request and the approved Com-
mittee allowance are shown on the following table:

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $290,607,000 a decrease of $105,393,000 from the fiscal year
2006 enacted appropriation and $12,607 000 over the budget esti-
mate. The budget request and the Committee allowance are shown
on the following table:
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FLOOD CONTROL - HMISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES
{AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

BUDGET HOUSE
REQUEST RECOMMENDED

INVESTIGATIONS
ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF, LA... .. ... ... .. i, 200 200
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSTEM LAND STUDY, LA...... 100 100
BAYOU METO, AR —e 1.550
COLDWATER RIVER BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS.............. 300 300
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA.................... 400 400
MILLINGTON & VICINITY, TN...... ... i ... 27
MORGANZA TO THE GULF. ... .. i --- 2,800

CONSTRUCTION
CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, NS, MO & TN...... 43,092 43,092
MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL. KY, LA, MS, MO & TN. 40,756 43,758
ST. FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO.... ... ... .. ... .. ........ 4,230
ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA................ 4,840 4.840
ATCRAFALAYA BASIN, LA ... ... i 27,8600 27,800
HISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA.. ... ... ... .inunn.. 3,212 3,212
ST JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO............ 2,500 4,000
SUSPENSION FUND. . ... ... ... i i i 8,000 o
WOLF RIVER, MEMPHIS, TN... .. ... ... ... ... . civiiini.e. . 500
YAZOO BASIN - DELTA HEADWATERS, MS.................... .. 5,000

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

REGION 8 LOWER MISSISSIPPI.............0oiiiiinnnan... 145,816 147,818
HAPPING. . . e 1,384 1.384
TOTAL. e 280,607
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Bayou Meto Basin, Arkansas.—The Committee recommends
$1,550,000 continue authorized preconstruction, engineering and
design on this project.

Mississippi River Levees, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO, TN.—The
Committee provides $3,000,000 in addition to the budget request
for construction activities in the State of Missouri.

St. Francis Basin, Arkansas.—Within the funds provided, the
Corps is directed to execute the following elements: Buffalo Island
Gated Outlet Structure, Ten and Fifteen Mile Bayous, bridge relo-
cation and lands and damages and channel enlargement.

Wappapello Lake, Missouri.—The Committee provides $2,000,000
in addition to the budget request for operation and maintenance ac-
tivity.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Appropriation, 2006 ............ccocieriieiienie e 1$1,969,110,000
Budget estimate, 2007 2,258,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooeiiiriiieeieeiieeeee et eeerree e e 2,195,471,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiieeriiiieeniee e enre e reeeeereees +226,361,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceeeeieieeiieeeeree e —62,529,000

1Excludes emergency appropriations of $327,517.

This appropriation funds operation, maintenance, and related ac-
tivities at the water resources projects that the Corps of Engineers
operates and maintains. Work to be accomplished consists of dredg-
ing, repair, and operation of structures and other facilities, as au-
thorized in various River and Harbor, Flood Control, and Water
Resources Development Acts. Related activities include aquatic
plant control, monitoring of completed projects, removal of sunken
vessels, and the collection of domestic waterborne commerce statis-
tics. Portions of this account are financed through the Harbor
Maintenance Trust and the Inland Waterways Trust funds.

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $2,195,471,000 an increase of $226,361,000 over the fiscal
year 2006 enacted level and $62,529,000 below the budget esti-
mate.

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
{in thousands of dollars)

Budget House
Request Recommended
Region | New England 42,703 45,078
Region 2 Mid-Atlantic. 146,700 143,250
Region 03 South Atlantic-Gulf. 318,443 297,043
Region 04 Great Lake: 96,660 101,407
Region 05 Ohio 249301 252,886
Region 06 Tennessee. 20,701 21,301
Region 07 Upper Mississippi 247,967 233,803
Region 08 Lower Mississippi 140,613 147,021
Region 09 Souris-Red-Rai 2,999 2,999
Region 10 Missouri 180,200 151,180
Region 11 Arkansas-White-Red 176,934 178,084
Region 12 Texas-Gulf. 147,422 141,113
Region 13 Rio Grande. 10,209 10,209
Region 14 Upper Colorado 722 722
Region 15 Lower Colorado 3327 3,327
Region 16 Great Basin 761 761
Region 17 Pacific Northwi 252,093 242,593
Region 18 California 98,232 102,461
Region 19 Alaska 22,204 22,204
Region 20 Hawaii 1,995 1,998
Region 21 Caribbean. 4,000 4,000
Subtotal for Regions 2,164,216 2,103,437
Aquatic Nuisance Control Research. £90 690
Asset M Facilities and Equip Mai {FEM). 4,000 4,000
Coastal Inlet R h Program. 2,475 2,475
Cultural Resources (NAGPRA/Curation). 2,000 2,000
Dredge Wheeler Ready Reserve. 8,000 8,000
Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program. 18,000 18,000
Dredging Data and Lock Per Monitoring System 1,062 1,062
Dredging O ions and Envi 1 R: h (DOER) 6,080 6,080
Dredging Operations Technical Support Program (DOTS). 1,391 1,391
Earthquake Hazards Red Program. 270 270
Facility P i 12,000 12,000
Great Lakes Tributary Model. 200 900
Independent A of hip Program 500 500
Inland Waterway Navigation Chart 3,708 3,708
Monitoring Of Compl Navigation Project: 1,575 1,575
National Coastal Mapping 2,400 2,400
National Dam Safety Program (Portfolio Risk ) 6,300 6,300
National Emergency Preparedness Program (NEPP). 5,000 5,000
Per! Based Bud Support Program 2,540 2,540
Portfolio Assessment For Water Storage Reall 300 300
Program Development Technical Support (ABS, P2, WINABS) 360 300
Protection of Navi 5,541 5,541
Recreation Management Support Program (RMSP). 1,600 1,600
Regional Sedi M t Dy Program. 1,391 3,641
Reliability Models Program for Major Rehabili 608 608
ip Support Program 500 500
Water Operations Technical Supports (WOTS) 653 653
Subtotal - Items Not Listed Under Regions 89,784 92,034
Total Operation and Maintenance Appropriation 2,254,000 2,195471
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Region 1

Bridgeport Harbor, Connecticut.—The Committee has provided
$250,000 to prepare plans and specifications for maintenance
dredging.

Connecticut River below Hartford, Connecticut.—The Committee
has provided $750,000 for operation and maintenance activities.

Mpystic River, Connecticut.—The Committee has provided
$400,000 to perform sampling and testing in relation to mainte-
nance dredging.

Aunt Lydia’s Cove, Massachusetts.—The Committee has provided
$3;11,000 to perform maintenance dredging of the entrance chan-
neling.

Block Island Harbor, Rhode Island.—The Committee has pro-
vided $300,000 to perform maintenance dredging and related ac-
tivities.

Point Judith Harbor, Rhode Island.—In addition to the amount
requested, $334,000 is provided for maintenance dredging and re-
lated activities.

Region 2

Mt. Morris Lake, New York.—In addition to the amount re-
quested, $100,000 is provided for operation and maintenance activi-
ties.

Jones Inlet, New York.—In addition to the amount requested,
$4,000,000 is provided for operation and maintenance activities.

Funds requested for the following projects are provided under the
Construction account:

Assateague, MD ........cocecveieeeriereceeeeeeeeeeeteer e ers e es s erenens $2,000,000
Cape May Inlet to Lower Township, Nd ......ccccovviiiiiiiiiniiiiecieeee. 360,000
Delaware Bay Coastline, Roosevelt Inlet to Lewis Beach, DE .......... 60,000
Fier Island Inlet to Jones Inlet, NY ....cccoooveiiiiiiiiiiieciirieeee e 5,000,000
Lower Cape May Meadows, Cape May Point, NJ .........cccvveerrerennnenn. 130,000
Region 3

Mobile Harbor, Alabama.—In addition to the amount requested,
$1,000,000 is provided for dredging and related activities.

Canaveral Harbor, Florida.—In addition to the amount re-
quested, $1,000,000 is provided for required operation and mainte-
nance activities.

Horseshoe Cove, Florida.—The Committee provides $2,500,000
for operation and maintenance activities.

Jim Woodruff Lock and Dam, Lake Seminole, Florida, Alabama
and Georgia.—In addition to the amount requested, $900,000 is
provided for activities related to the control of the growth of
hydrillia.

Miami River, Florida.—In addition to the amount requested,
$600,000 is provided for operation and maintenance activities.

The Committee provides no funds for the following projects in
North Carolina: New River Inlet and Manteo (Shallowbag) Bay.

Funds requested for the following projects are provided under the
Constructure account:

Brevard County (Canaveral Harbor), FL $10,000,000
Folly Beach, SC ......cccooevviiiieiieieeiee e, 25,000
Lake Worth Sand Transfer Plant, FL 2,000,000
Nassau County, FL .....ccccccevviiiiniiiiiieens 6,500,000

St. John’s County, FL ......coooiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 200,000
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Region 4

Arcadia, Michigan.—The Committee has provided $120,000 for
maintenance dredging and related activities.

Clinton River, Michigan.—The Committee has provided $660,000
for maintenance dredging and related activities.

Menominee, Michigan.—In addition to the amount requested,
$350,000 is provided for recreation improvements.

Ontonagon Harbor, Michigan.—In addition to the amount re-
quested, 550,000 is provided for maintenance dredging and related
activities.

Penwater, Michigan.—The Committee has provided $150,000 for
maintenance dredging and related activities.

Duluth Superior Harbor, Minnesota and Wisconsin.—In addition
to the amount requested, the Committee has provided $300,000 to
complete a study of steel structure corrosion.

Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio.—In addition to the amount requested,
$400,000 is provided for maintenance dredging and related activi-
ties.

Toledo Harbor, Ohio.—In addition to the amount requested,
$800,000 is provided for maintenance dredging and related activi-
ties.

Burns Harbor, Indiana.—In addition to the amount requested,
$1,917,000 is provided for maintenance dredging and related activi-
ties with priority consideration to the Bailly intake pipe.

Region 5

In addition to the amount requested for the Ohio River Naviga-
tion System projects, $10,000,000 is provided to implement the im-
provements as outlined in the Great Lakes and Ohio River Divi-
sion’s Five-Year Perspective.

Ohio River Locks and Dams, Kentucky, Ohio and West Vir-
ginia.—Within the funds provided, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to utilize $1,000,000 in cooperation with Operation Respond,
a non-profit organization, to implement a project collecting and in-
tegrating imagery of a selected segment of the Ohio Basin, gath-
ering data from Federal and non-Federal interests, and developing
and testing software primarily for the use of emergency responders.

East Branch Clarion River Lake, Pennsylvania.—In addition to
the amount requested, $100,000 is provided for recreational im-
provements.

Tionesta Lake, Pennsylvania.—In addition to the amount re-
quested, $455,000 is provided to investigate and initiate recreation
improvements.

Funds requested for the following projects are provided under the
Construction account:

Markland Locks and Dam, KY & IN (Rehab) ......cccccoeevvieeiiiecniieenns $8,000,000

Region 6

J Percy Priest, Tennessee.—In addition to the amount requested,
$100,000 is included for this activity.

Tennessee River, Tennessee.—In addition to the amount re-
quested, $500,000 is provided to investigate and initiate recreation
improvements.

Region 7



45

Kaskaskia River Navigation, Illinois.—In addition to the amount
requested, $200,000 is included for this activity.

Rock Island Boat Harbor, Illinois.—The Committee has provided
$200,000 for maintenance dredging and related activities.

Funds requested for the following projects are provided under the
Construction account:

Lock and Dam 11, Mississippi River, IA (Rehab) .......ccccccvvvirennnnen. $20,300,000
Lock and Dam 19, Mississippi River, IA (Rehab) 5,444,000
Lock and Dam 24, IL & MO (Rehab) .................... 3,900,000
Lock and Dam 27, Mississippi River, IL (Rehab) 3,400,000

Region 8

Osceola Harbor, Arkansas.—In addition to the amount requested,
$488,000 is provided for dredging and related activities.

Houma Navigation Channel, Louisiana.—In addition to the
amount requested, $620,000 is provided for dredging and related
activities.

Ouachita and Black River, Louisiana.—In addition to the
amount requested, $5,300,000 is provided for ongoing operation
and maintenance activities.

Region 10

Missourt River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Activities.—The
Committee has provided $51,000,000 for activities and projects as-
sociated with this program.

Region 11

Table Rock, Missouri.—In addition to the amount requested,
$1,150,000 is provided to construct Cow Creek Boat Ramp and for
repairing roofs and other high priority backlog maintenance.

Region 12

The Committee provides no funds for the following projects in
Texas: Matagorda Ship Channel, Channel to Victoria, Channel to
Port Bolivar, GIWW Pt. O’Connor to Corpus Christi Bay.

Whitney Lake, Texas.—In addition to the amount requested,
$1,810,000 is provided for improvements to Ham Creek Park and
$1,000,000 to Kimball Bend Park.

Region 17

Fort Peck Fish Hatchery, Montana.—The Corps is directed to
complete the Fort Peck Fish Hatchery within the funds provided.

Columbia River Fish Mitigation, Oregon, Washington and
Idaho.—The Committee has provided $85,000,000 for activities and
projects associated with this program.

Coos Bay, Oregon.—In addition to the amount requested,
$500,000 is included for this activity.

Region 18

Dry Creek (Warm Springs), California.—In addition to the
amount requested, $104,000 is included to update inundation maps
for the project.

Isabella Lake, California.—The Committee is concerned by the
current condition of the dam at Isabella Lake, California, given the
potential impacts to the Bakersfield metropolitan area that would
result from any failure, and urges the Corps to work expeditiously
to take any necessary corrective action.
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Moss Landing Harbor, California.—The Committee has provided
$500,000 to complete Dredged Material Management Plan and ad-
ditional fish sampling.

Noyo Harbor, California.—The Committee has provided $500,000
for maintenance dredging and related activities.

San Francisco Harbor, California.—In addition to the amount re-
quested, $353,000 is provided to study placement of dredged mate-
rial from Bar Channel in offshore area near Ocean Beach to pre-
vent erosion.

San Francisco Harbor and Bay (Drift Removal), California.—In
addition to the amount requested, $1,472,000 is included for this
activity.

San Francisco Bay Long Term Management Study, California.—
The Committee has provided $2,500,000 to continue this activity.

Funds requested for the following projects are provided under the
Construction account:

Surfside-Sunset-Newport Beach, CA ...........ccooevveveeerierecreeererereerennen $1,200,000

Remaining Items

Remaining items, regional sediment management.—Within the
funds provided, the Committee has provided $2,000,000 for the
evaluation of sump adjacent to the Columbia River North Jetty to
provide dredged material to Benson Beach. In addition, $250,000 is
provided for a demonstration project at Norfolk, Virginia.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

Appropriation, 2006 ........c..c.ceeerierieiieieintieteeee ettt $158,400,000
Budget estimate, 2007 173,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ........cccocuieiiiiiiieniienieeeeeie et esee e e sreeaee e 173,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2006 +14,600,000

Budget estimate, 2007

This appropriation provides funds to administer laws pertaining
to regulation of activities affecting U.S. waters, including wetlands,
in accordance with the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act of
1899, the Clean Water Act, and the Marine Protection, Research
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. Appropriate funds are used to review
and process permit applications, ensure compliance on permitted
sites, protect important aquatic resources, and support watershed
planning efforts in sensitive environmental areas in cooperation
with States and local communities.

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $173,000,000, which is the same as the budget estimate and
$14,600,000 over the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

FOrRMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

Appropriation, 2006 ............ccocieiiiiiienieee e $138,600,000
Budget estimate, 2006 e e—— e ———————aa 130,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ...........coeeevveeeeeeeennnns e ——————aaan 130,000,000
Comparison:

— 8,600,000

Appropriation, 2006 ......
Budget estimate, 2007 ..

This appropriation funds the cleanup of certain low-level radio-
active materials and mixed wastes, located mostly at sites contami-
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nated as a result of the Nation’s early efforts to develop atomic
weapons.

The Committee recommendation for the Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) is $130,000,000, the same as
the budget request, and $8,600,000 below the fiscal year 2006 en-
acted level.

Congress transferred FUSRAP from the Department of Energy
(DOE) to the Corps of Engineers in fiscal year 1998. In appro-
priating FUSRAP funds to the Corps of Engineers, the Committee
intended to transfer only the responsibility for administration and
execution of cleanup activities at FUSRAP sites where DOE had
not completed cleanup. The Committee did not transfer to the
Corps ownership of and accountability for real property interests,
which remain with DOE. The Committee expects DOE to continue
to provide its institutional knowledge and expertise to serve the
Nation and the affected communities to ensure the success of this
program.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

Appropriation, 2006

Budget estimate, 2007 . $81,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ..... . 32,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ............cceceeveennnen. e e +32,000,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......cccceevviiiiriiieeeiee et —49,000,000

This appropriation provides funds needed to respond to floods,
hurricanes, and other natural disasters, and to support emergency
operations in response to flood and hurricane disasters, including
advance measures, flood fighting, emergency operations, providing
potable water on an emergency basis, and the repair of certain
flood and storm damage reduction projects are provided in emer-
gency appropriations Acts on an as needed basis. In addition, the
Corps has the legislative authority to tap other appropriated pro-
gram funds to meet emergency requirements. The budget proposes
an appropriation of $81,000,000 in fiscal year 2007 to meet the
emergency needs of a typical year without disrupting activities in
other program areas. The Committee recommends an appropriation
for this account of $32,000,000 which is the base funding to main-
tain the program; the remaining requirements will be addressed
with emergency funding as the need arises.

GENERAL EXPENSES

Appropriation, 2006 .........cccceeeeiieeeiiee et eree et ee e e esaeeeenanes $152,460,000
Budget estimate, 2007 1164,000,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooeiiiuriieeeieeiiiieeeee e et eeeeenreeee e eeeaens 142,100,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeiiiieeeiiieeeree e reeeeereeas -10,360,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccoceeviiiiieniiieee e —21,900,000

1The budget proposes to fund the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Civil Works under this account. The
Committee recommendation includes funding in the amount of $5,000,000 for this office under the heading
“Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works).”

This appropriation funds the executive direction and manage-
ment of the Office of Chief of Engineers, the Division Offices, and
certain research and statistical functions of the Corps of Engineers.
This Committee recommends an appropriation of $142,100,000, a
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decrease of $10,360,000 from the fiscal year 2006 enacted level and
$21,900,000 less than the budget request.

The recommendation includes the following reductions:
$6,000,000 due to the Committee’s recommendation to fund the Of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) sepa-
rately; a reduction of $1,700,000 for budgeted Competitive Sourcing
activities; and a reduction of $14,200,000 due to the Corps and
éSA(QW)’s inability to budget properly for Brunswick Harbor,

eorgia.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY (CIVIL WORKS)

Appropriation, 2006 $3,960,000
Budget estimate, 2007 16,000,000
Recommended, 2007 .... 1,500,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiireeiiieeeree e eeaeeas —2,460,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccceevviiiiiiiieiieeeeeeee e —4,500,000

1The budget proposes this office be funded from General Expenses and reflects $1,900,000 in support serv-
ices not previously sub-allocated to OSASA(CW) by the Department of Army.

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) oversees Civil
Works budget and policy. The budget request includes funding for
this office in the General Expenses account. For purposes of trans-
parency, the Committee recommends a separate appropriation for
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) and
has recommended $1,500,000 for this account. Given the ASA(CW)
was unable to meet the commitment to submit fiscal year budget
hearing questions for the record in the timeframe useful for the de-
velopment of this Act, the recommended level assumes a reduction
of $1,000,000 reflecting a ban on all travel and training for the of-
fice and a reduction of $3,500,000 due to the ASA(CW)’s inability
to budget properly for Brunswick Harbor, Georgia.

Roles and responsibilities of the Office of the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Civil Works).—Army regulations and General Order
No. 3 clearly stipulate that the Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works) (ASA(CW)) has the principal responsibility for overall
policy direction and supervision of the Department of the Army
functions relating to all aspects of the civil works program, includ-
ing all reimbursable work performed on behalf of Federal and non-
Federal entities. Among the responsibilities of the ASA(CW) are
managing the Department of Army civil works program for con-
servation and development of the national water resources, includ-
ing flood damage reduction, river and harbor navigation, environ-
mental restoration and protection, water supply, shore protection,
hydroelectric power, recreation, and related purposes. This includes
the following:

(1) developing, defending, and directing the execution of the
Army civil works policy, legislative, and financial programs
and budget.

(2) developing policy and guidance for and administering the
Department of the Army regulatory program to protect, re-
store, and maintain the waters of the United States in the in-
terest of the environment, navigation, and national defense.

(3) serving as congressional liaison on civil works matters,
including serving as the Department of the Army point of con-
tact for House and Senate authorization and Appropriations
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Committees charged with oversight of the Department of the
Army civil works program.

The Committee is extremely disappointed in the manner that the
Office of the ASA(CW) has involved itself in the reprogramming of
funds between projects. The Committee reminds the Office of the
ASA(CW) that once an appropriation bill is passed by Congress,
and signed by the President, all project allocations contained there-
in are of equal merit. The reprogramming reforms of fiscal year
2006 were intended to limit reprogrammings, not to eliminate them
entirely. Commitments made to Members of Congress and local
sponsors will be met with or without the assistance of the Office
of the ASA(CW). The Act contains a provision prohibiting the ex-
penditure of funds to prevent or limit reprogrammings for appro-
priated projects to ensure the Office of the ASA(CW) does not con-
tinue to draw distinctions between projects previously funded in
appropriation bills and those that meet the Administration’s budg-
eting guidelines. Last year, the Committee articulated the expecta-
tion the Office of the ASA(CW) fully exercise its roles and respon-
sibilities as delineated in Army General Order No. 3. In doing so,
the Committee expects the ASA(CW) to work constructively with
the Corps and Congress to fulfill previous commitments.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The bill includes a provision that prohibits the obligation or ex-
penditure of funds through a reprogramming of funds in this Act
except in certain circumstances. This provision is discussed more
fully under “Program Management and Execution.”

The bill includes a provision relating to the circumstances under
which the Corps is required to issue continuing contracts.

The bill includes a provision prohibiting the use of funds in this
Act to carry out any continuing contract that commits an amount
for a project in excess of the amount appropriated for such project
in this Act.

The bill includes a provision prohibiting the use of funds in this
Act or any other Act for any fiscal year to carry out the construc-
tion of the Port Jersey element of the New York and New Jersey
Harbor or reimbursement to the local sponsor for the construction
of the Port Jersey element until commitments for construction of
container handling facilities are obtained from the non-Federal
sponsor for a second user along the Port Jersey element.

The bill includes a provision that prohibits funds for the oper-
ation or maritime-related maintenance of the hopper dredge
McFarland.

The bill contains a provision prohibiting the use of funds in this
Act or any other Act for any fiscal year to prevent or limit any re-
programming of funds for appropriated projects.

The bill contains a provision relating to the repayment of the De-
partment of Treasury’s Judgment Fund.

The bill contains a provision prohibiting the use of funds for an
A-T76 study.
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The bill contains a provision prohibiting the use of funds to re-
move a section of the dam for fish passage or to study other alter-
natives to the trap and haul facility at Elk Creek Dam, Oregon.

The bill includes a provision that prohibits the expenditure of
funds to revise the master control plans and master manuals of the
Corps of Engineers for the Alabama, Coosa, Tallapoosa River basin
in Alabama and Georgia or the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee, Flint
River Basin in Alabama, Georgia, and Florida.



TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

Appropriation, 2006 .......... e e e $34,007,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .. . 40,155,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........coooeiiiiiieeeieeiiiieeeee e e e e e e 40,155,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriiireeiiieeeee e eereeeeeaeeas +6,148,000

Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccoeoviiiiieiiiieeeiieeectteeeeeeere e eesareeesaaeeenaeeeannes

The Central Utah Project Completion Act (Titles II-VI of Public
Law 102-575) provides for the completion of the Central Utah
Project by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. The Act
also authorizes the appropriation of funds for fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation; establishes an account in
the Treasury for the deposit of these funds and of other contribu-
tions for mitigation and conservation activities; and establishes a
Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to ad-
minister funds in that account. The Act further assigns responsibil-
ities for carrying out the Act to the Secretary of the Interior and
prohibits delegation of those responsibilities to the Bureau of Rec-
lamation.

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 2007 to carry out
the Central Utah Project is $40,155,000, the same as the budget re-
quest, and $6,148,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.
Within the $40,155,000 provided by the Committee, the following
amounts are provided for the Central Utah Valley Water Conserva-
tion District by activity, as recommended in the budget request:

Utah Lake drainage basin delivery system ...... et $17,906,000
Water conservation measures ................ . 3,661,000
Uinta Basin replacement project ............... rrreenre e e e naaaas 15,204,000
Other Title IT Programs ........c.cccccceeeeerieeiiienieeiienieeiieeeeesee e eeees 297,000

Total, Central Utah water conservation district ................... 37,068,000

The Committee recommendation includes the requested amount
of $965,000 for deposit into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Account for use by the Utah Reclamation Mitigation
and Conservation Commission. These funds, as proposed in the
budget request, are to be used to implement the fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation projects authorized in Title
III; and in completing mitigation measures committed to in pre—
1992 Bureau of Reclamation planning documents, as follows:

(51)



Provo River/Utah Lake fish and wildlife .................. $293,000

Duchesne/Strawberry Rivers fish and wildlife 30,000
CRSP/Statewide fish, wildlife and recreation 454,000
Section 201(a)(1) mitigation MEASUTes .........cccceeeerveeercrveeerveeeennnenn. 188,000

Total, Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation
COMIMISSION ..uvviiiiiiieeiiieeeeieeeeetreeeeiteeeesiteeeeeaeeesssaeeessseseessseeesssseeens 965,000

For program oversight and administration, the Committee has
rovided $1,603,000, the same level as the budget request, and
133,000 below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level. For fish and
wildlife conservation programs, the Committee has provided
$519,000, the same level as the budget request.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

FY 2007 BUDGET OVERVIEW

The mission of Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop, and
protect water and related resources in an environmentally and eco-
nomically sound manner in the interest of the American public.
Since its establishment by The Reclamation Act of June 17, 1902,
the Bureau of Reclamation has developed water supply facilities
that have contributed to sustained economic growth and an en-
hanced quality of life in the western states. Lands and commu-
nities served by Reclamation projects have been developed to meet
agricultural, tribal, urban, and industrial needs. The Bureau con-
tinues to develop authorized facilities to store and convey new
water supplies. The Bureau is the largest supplier and manager of
water in the 17 western states. The Bureau maintains 472 dams
and 348 reservoirs with the capacity to store 245 million acre-feet
of water. These facilities deliver water to one of every five western
farmers for about 10 million acres of irrigated land, and to over 31
million people for municipal, rural, and industrial uses. The Bu-
reau is also the Nation’s second largest producer of hydroelectric
power, generating 42 billion kilowatt hours of energy each year
from 58 power plants. In addition, its facilities provide substantial
flood control, recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits.

The fiscal year budget request for the Bureau of Reclamation to-
tals $923,736,000, and includes $88,000,000 in rescissions. The
Committee recommendation totals $900,779,000 for the Bureau of
Reclamation, $7,000,000 over the budget request and $124,000,000
below the fiscal year 2006 enacted level.

A summary table illustrating the fiscal year 2006 enacted appro-
priation, the fiscal year 2007 budget request and the Committee
recommendation is shown below:

[Dollars in 000s]

Fiscal Year 2006  Fiscal Year 2007 Committee Rec-

Account Enacted Request ommendation

Water and related resources $874,679 $833,424 $849,122
Rescission - — 88,000 — 88,000

Subtotal, water and related resouUrCeS .........ccoevmeemerenrenseernninnns 874,679 745,424 761,122
Central Valley project restoration fund 52,219 41,478 41,478
California Bay-Delta restoration 36,630 38,610 40,110
Policy and administration 57,338 58,069 58,069

Total, Bureau of Reclamation 1,020,866 883,581 900,779
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS AND RESCISSION)

Appropriation, 2006 .........ccccceeeeeieeeiiieeeee e enrreeeanes $874,679,000
Budget estimate, 2007 1745,424,000
Recommended, 2007 ...........ccoeevvvveeeeeeeeinnns 1761,122,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccceeeeereenns — 25,557,000
Budget estimate, 2007 +15,698,000

1Includes rescission of the unobligated balances for At Risk Desert Terminus Lakes in the amount of
$88,000,0000.

The Water and Related Resources account supports the develop-
ment, management, and restoration of water and related natural
resources in the 17 western states. The account includes funds for
operating and maintaining existing facilities to obtain the greatest
overall levels of benefits, to protect public safety, and to conduct
studies on ways to improve the use of water and related natural
resources.

The Department is directed to conform to the following re-
programming guidelines. The Bureau is permitted to transfer,
without prior Congressional approval and without regard to per-
centage limitation, not more than $5,000,000 in any one case to
provide adequate funds for settled contractor claims, increased con-
tractor earnings due to accelerated rates of operations, and real es-
tate deficiency judgments, provided that such reprogramming is
necessary to discharge legal obligations of the Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

As to each project within the Resources Management and Devel-
opment category for which $2,000,000 or more is available at the
beginning of the fiscal year, the Bureau is permitted to transfer to
such project in that fiscal year no more than fifteen percent of the
amount available at the beginning of the fiscal year for such
project, without prior Congressional approval. As to each project
within the Resources Management and Development category for
which less than $2,000,000 is available at the beginning of the fis-
cal year, the Bureau is permitted to transfer to such project no
more than $300,000 in that fiscal year without prior Congressional
approval.

The Bureau is further permitted to transfer funds within the Fa-
cility Operation, Maintenance and Rehabilitation category without
prior Congressional approval and without regard to percentage or
dollar limitation.

The Bureau may not transfer, without prior Congressional ap-
proval, more than $500,000 from either the Facilities Operation,
Maintenance and Rehabilitation category or the Resources Manage-
ment and Development category to any project in the other cat-
egory. The Bureau is prohibited from initiating any program,
project or activity through an internal reprogramming action.

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends $849,122,000,
$15,698,000 above the budget request and $25,557,000 below the
fiscal year 2006 enacted level. The recommended level includes a
recission of unobligated balances for At Risk Desert Terminus
Lakes in the amount of $88,000,000. The budget request and the
approved Committee allowance for specific projects are shown, by
state, in the following table:
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOQUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOMMENDED ---
RES. FAC. RES. FAC.
MGHT . OMBR HGHT . OHER
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
ARIZDNA
AK CHIN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT........... .- 7.920 < 7,920
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, COLORADO RIVER BASIN......... 27,050 153 27,050 153
COLORADG RIVER FRONT WORK AND LEVEE SYSTEM............ 5,495 - 5,495 ---
FORT MCOOWELL SETTLEMENT ACT............... . 396 - 396 ---
NORTHERN ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. . . 287 .- 297 ---
PHOENIX METROPOLITAN WATER REUSE PROJECT... . 198 .- 198 .-
SALT RIVER PROJECT.. ... ... ... . it .. 297 .. 297 me.
SAN CARLOS APACHE TRIBE WATER SETTLEMENT ACT.......... 297 - 297 .-
SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT PROJECT.. 4,713 cew 4,713
SOUTH/CENTRAL ARIZONA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 1.074 .- 1,074 ..
TRES RIOS WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION.............. . 223 --- 473 --
YUMA AREA PROJECTS........ ... i 1,652 21,080 2,147 21.080
1.021 558 1.521 558
. 574 .- 574 -
CALLEGUAS MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT RECYCLING PLANT.. ., 890 .- 980 .-
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT
AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION......... .. ... ............. 1.815 7,158 3,065 7.158
AUBURN-FOLSOM SOUTH UNIT.. 4,025 .. 5.025 .-
DELTA DIVISION............ 10,818 5,840 10,819 5,840
EAST SIDE DIVISION...... 1,588 2,523 1,598 2,523
FRIANT DIVISION. ... ... ..., i 1,894 3,814 1,894 3.814
MISCELLANEQUS PROJECT PROGRAMS.................... 13,858 1,258 13,6858 1.259
REPLACEMENTS, ADDITIONS, AND EXTRAORDINARY MAINT.. --- 18,315 --- 18,315
SACRAMENTO RIVER DIVERSION........................ 2,445 1.740 2.445 1,740
SAN FELIPE DIVISION.................. ... ..cc..un.. 1.015 --- 1,018 .-
SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION.................... ... .0t 309 .- 308 --
SHASTA DIVISION. ... ... i e 802 7.625 802 7.825
TRINITY RIVER DIVISION... ..., e 7,379 3,318 7,379 3,318
WATER AND POWER OPERATIONS............... 1,648 9,483 1,648 9,483
WEST SAN JOAQUIN DIVISION, SAN LUIS UNIT. 3.921 6,882 3,821 6,892

YIELD FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION.......... o 792 792

HI-DESERT WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND REUSE.. - .- --- 500

LAKE TAHOE REGIONAL WETLANDS DEVELOPHMENT.............. .- --- .- .-
LONG BEACH AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT... 743 --- 743 --
LONG BEACH DESALINATION PROJECT.......,............... --- --- .- ---
IRVINE BASIN GROUND AND SURFACE WATER IMPROVEMENT..... .- --- 1.000 ---
MISSION SPRINGS WATER REUSE, DESERT HOT SPRINGS....... .- --- --- --
NAPA - SONOMA - MARIN AGRICULTURAL REUSE PROJECT --- --- .. ---
NORTH SAN DIEGO COUNTY AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT... 1,238 --- 1,238 .-
ORANGE COUNTY REGIONAL WATER RECLAMATION PROJECT, PHAS 1,238 .- 1,238 -
ORLANDO PROJECT...... ... i i 14 674 14 674
PASADENA RECLAIMED WATER PROJECT...................... - .e. an .n-
PLACER COUNTY SUB-REGIONAL WASTEWATER TREATHENT PROJEC . . .- .-
SACRAMENTQ RIVER DIVERSION STUDY...................... LR v 1,000

SALTON SEA RESEARCH PROJECT........................... 743 .- 2,243 --
SAN DIEGO AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM.... 3,485 .- 3,465 ---
SAN GABRIEL BASIN PROJECT..................... . ...... 743 --- 743 -
SAN GABRIEL BASIN RESTORATION PROJECT................. --- --- 19,000 --
SAN JOSE AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM. . ... 495 .- 495 --
SANTA MARGARITA RIVER CONJUNCTIVE USE PROJECT......... .- --- au- ---
SOLAND PROJECT.................c.ooviviinian... NI 1.287 2,558 1.287 2,558
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 406 .- 1,308 .-
WATSONVILLE AREA WATER RECYCLING PROJECT.............. .- aa 1,000 .-

VENTURA RIVER PROJECT. ... ... iiiiviiiiieinann., 824 . 824 B
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOHHMENDED ---
RES. FAC. RES. FAC.
HGHT . OM&R MGHT. OH&R
COLORADO
ANIMAS-LA PLATA PROJECT, CRSP SECTION &5 & 8........... 57,420 .- 57,420 -~
COLLBRAN PROJECT........ ... ...t .. 170 1,370 170 1,370
COLORADO-BIG THOMPSON PROJECT............ o 334 14,861 334 14,881
COLORADO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAK.......... 396 v 396 .o
FRUITGROWERS DAM PROJECT................. .. 81 144 81 144
FRYINGPAN-ARKANSAS PROJECT. .............. .. 196 6,868 198 5,868
GRAND VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE II...... . 167 882 167 882
LEADVILLE/ARKANSAS RIVER RECOVERY............. .- 74 1.970 74 1,970
HANCOS PROJECT. ... ..ottt .. 50 85 50 85
PARADOX VALLEY UNIT, CRBSCP, TITLE II . 60 2,067 60 2,067
PINE RIVER PROJECT............................ . 182 125 182 125
SAN LUIS VALLEY PROJECT....................... . 292 5,141 292 §.141
UNCOMPAHGRE PROJECT......... ... o, 128 162 128 162
HAWAT L
HAWATIAN RECLAIM AND REUSE STUBY...................... S .- v .-
IDAKO
BOISE AREA PROJECTS............. ... . oo 2,523 2,708 2,523 2,708
COLUMBIA AND SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY PROJECT... 17,325 - 17,325 v
IDAHO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. ...................... 574 .- 574 .-
LEWISTON ORCHARDS PROJECTS........ ... .. ... ... .vont. 33¢ 31 339 31
HINIDOKA AREA PROJECTS................. .. ... ceun. 3,268 2,938 3,266 2,938
MINIDOKA NORTHSIDE DRAIN WATER MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.. 114 c-- 114 --
MINIDOKA PROJECT, GRASSY LAKE SOD..................... .- --- .- --
KANSAS
KANSAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM......................... 150 .- 160 --
WICHITA PROJECT. . ... ... i e 15 436 15 438
HONTANA
FORT PECK DRY PRAIRIE RURAL WATER SYSTEM.............. 5,000 .. 6.000 .-
HUNGRY HORSE PROJECT. ... ... ... i .- 890 .- 990
HUNTLEY PROJECT . ..o i e e s 50 131 50 131
MILK RIVER PROJECT . ... i 487 1,099 487 1,008
MONTANA INVESTIGATIONS. .................... . 318 e 318 .
NORTH CENTRAL MONTANA RURAL WATER PROJECT.. .. .- 5,500 .-~
ST. MARY'S FACILITIES REHABILIATION........ - .- .- .- .-
SUN RIVER PROJECT. ... i 98 249 98 249
31 82 31 82
129 .- 128 -
198 - 198 .
4,982 2,807 4,982 2,807
476 R 476 —a

NEW MEXICO

ALBUGUERQUE HMETRO AREA WATER & RECLAMATION REUSE...... wa .- .- ---
CARLSBAD PROJECT. . ..., 2,031 1,604 2,031 1,604
CHIMAYO WATER PLAN. . e e
EASTERN NEW MEXICO WATER SUPPLY
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

----- REQUEST ----- --- RECOMMENDED ---

RES. FAC. RES. FAC.

MGHT . OH&R MGMT . OM&R
EASTERN NEW MEXICO INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAMS........ . ... 50 .- 50 -
ESPANCLA WATER DIVERSION........................ . e “ee .-
JICARILLA APACHE RESERVATION RURAL WATER SYSTEM. .. . 500 ERE

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE PROJECT....................... - 15,470 8,290 15,470 8,290
NAVAJD GALLUP WATER SUPPLY............... .-

NAVAJO NATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAN..... 50 - 50 .-
PECOS RIVER BASIN WATER SALVAGE PROJECT.. .. .- 189 .- 189
RIO GRANDE PROJECT.......................... .. 960 3,564 960 3,564
SAN JUAN RIVER BASIN INVESTIGATIGNS PROGRAM..... . 149 .- 149 ---
SANTA FE - WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROJECT.. .. -- --- .- --
SOUTHERN NEW MEXICO/WEST TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. 179 .- 179 .-
TUCUMCART PROJECT... ... ... ... ... oo 23 13 23 13
UPPER RIO GRANDE BASIN INVESTIGATIONS................. 99 --- 99 .-
NORTH DAKOTA
DAKOTAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM. ... ... ... ... ... ......... 378 .- 378
DAKOTAS TRIBES INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM............ . .... . - . .-
LOWER YELLOWSTONE PROJECT...... ... ... ... ... ....... 30 64 30 54
GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT............................... 19,2558 4,968 20,255 4,966
37 151 37 151
26 545 26 545
[ 37¢ 6 370
12 332 12 332
OKLAHOHA INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAHN. . 25 .- 775 ...
WASHITA BASIN PROJECT 10 1,187 10 1,187
W.C. AUSTIN PROJECT 7 425 7 425
CROOKED RIVER PROJECT. ... ............... 433 508 433 508

DESCHUTES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECT. . . . PN
DESCHUTES PROJECT. . ..................... P 330 231 330 231
DESCHUTES PROJECT-WICKIUP DAM.............. AN —-- - . .

662 364 662 364

EASTERN OREGON PROJECTS ..

KLAMATH PROJECT............... AN 23,504 1,246 23,504 1,246
OREGON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 389 --- 389 ---
ROGUE RIVER BASIN PROJECT, TALENT DIVISION... 756 418 756 418
SAVAGE RAPIDS DAM REMOVAL.................... 13,000 .- 13,000 ---
TUALATIN PROJECT. ... e 165 216 165 216
TUALATIN VALLEY WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY PROJECT. --- --- 280 ---
UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT, PHASE III STUDY s .- ce. ... .-
UMATILLA PROJECT . ..o i e ™ 3,006 721 3,006

SOUTH DAKOTA
LEWIS AND CLARK RURAL WATER SYSTEM,................... 21,000 --- 22,000 ---
HID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER PROJECT. .................. ... .. .- 15 .- 15
MND WICONI PROJECT.. ... ... . ... i, 22,814 9,256 22,914 9,256
PERKINS COUNTY RURAL WATER DISTRICT................... .- .- 1.250 --
RAPID VALLEY PROJECT, DEERFIELD DAM........... ........ ... 54 .- 54
TEXAS

BALHORHEA PROJECT........ ... ... . .......ooooiiin. .. 26 16 26 16
CANADIAN RIVER PROJECT 68 87 68 87

DALLAS TRINITY WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE... cen --
EL PASO WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE.......... . .- .- _.- ..

LOWER RIQ GRANDE VALLEY WATER RESQURCES...... .. 50 --. 50 v
NUECES RIVER. . ... ... . ..y 27 488 27 488
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS)

SAN ANGELO PROJECT . ... .. .o
TEXAS INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..........................
WILLIAMSON COUNTY WATER RECYCLING PROJECT.............

UTAH

HYRUH PROJECT. .. ...t
MOON LAKE PROJECT................
NEWTON PROJECT. .......... ...t
NORTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAHM..
OGDEN RIVER PROJECT...................
PARK CITY FEASIBILITY STUDY......
PROVO RIVER PROJECT.................

PROVD RIVER PROJECT, DEER CREEK DAHM...
SCOFIELD PROJECT......................
SQUTHERN UTAH INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..
STRAWBERRY VALLEY PROJECT.............
WEBER BASIN PROJECT...................
WEBER BASIN PROJECT, PINEVIEW PROJECT. .
WEBER RIVER PROJECT.. ... ... ..o,

WASHINGTON

COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT........... ....oiiiiiiinnn,
LOWER ELWHA KLALLAM WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY STUDY....
HAKAH INDIAN COMMUNITY WATER SUPPLY FEASIBILITY STUDY
STORAGE DAM FISH PASSAGE FEASIBILITY STUDY
WASHINGTON AREA PROJECTS...................
WASHINGTON INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM .
YAKIMA PROJECT. ... ... i
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT..........
YAKIHA RIVER BASIN WATER STORAGE......................

WYOHING

KENDRICK PROJECT. ... ... it
NORTH PLATTE PROJECT.. -
SHOSHONE PROJECT. ... i e

VARIOUS

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECT, TITLE I
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL, TITLE 1f.......
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, SECTION 5 s
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT, SECTION 8
COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM......
DAH SAFETY PROGRAM

SAFETY OF DAMS CORRECTIVE ACTION STUDIES....

SAFETY OF EVALUATION OF EXISTING DAMS.......
DEPARTMENTAL IRRIGATION DRAINAGE PROGRAH.
DROUGHT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE....................
EMERGENCY PLANNING & DISASTER RESPONSE PROGRAM. . .
ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPLEMENTATION............
ENVIRONMENTAL & INTERAGENCY COORDINATION ACTIVITIES...
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION..................
EXAMINATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES......
FEDERAL BUILDING SEISMIC SAFETY PROGRAH...............
GENERAL PLANNING STUDIES ... ...................
LAND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PROGRAM............
LOWER COLORADO RIVER INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM..
LOWER COLORADO RIVER OPERATIONS PROGRAM. ... ..
MISCELLANEOUS FLOOD CONTROL OPERATIONS................

----- REQUEST «----
RES. FAC.
HGHT. OM&R
8 367
204 .-
122 29
3 29
55 25
74 -
199 70
798 321
72 a3
149 .
199 14
1,121 406
46 66
4,050 6,104
693 .
104 5
352 .-
2,267 6,890
11,484 .
109 4,265
328 2,446
89 733
-~~~ 10,566
8,910 ees
2,455 3,291
4,455 e
401 -
- 1,485
—e- 49,203
-e- 18,315
475 e
. 1,346
11,299 e
1,695 .
836 -
15 6,083
- 1,559
1,986 e
8,461 .
297
17,028 .
- 653

RECOMMENDED - - -
RES. FAC.
MGHT. OHER
8 367
204 .-
750 .-
122 29
3 29
55 25
74 ‘-
199 70
200 e
798 321
72 33
149 -
199 14
1,121 408
46 66
4,050 6,104
200 -
593 .-
104 5
352 ‘-
2,267 6,890
9,484 e
2,500 .-
109 4,285
328 2,446
89 733
--- 10,566
8,910 -
2,455 3,291
4,455 .-
401 e
e 1,485
. 49,203
~o 18,315
475 -
.es 1,346
10,190 .
1,695 .
836 .
15 6,083
e 1,859
1,486 .
3,481 .
297 .
17,028 -
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WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES
(AMOUNTS IN THOUSANDS}

RES.
MGMT.

6,307

1,492

4,150
719
624

1,985

1,201
25
B.514

832
930

7.221

500

RECOMHENDED - --

FAC,
OM&R

1,178
37.700
212
147

38,600

~~~~~ REQUEST -----

RES. FAC.

HGHT, OMER
NATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS PROGRAM. ...................... 8,307 .-
NATURAL RESOURCES DAMAGE ASSESSMENT ce- -
NEGOTIATION & ADMINISTRATION OF WATER MARKETING. 1,492 .-
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT...... S . 1.178
PICK-SLOAN HISSOURI BASIN - QTHER PROJECTS............ 4,150 37,700
POWER PROGRAM SERVICES........... ... ... ... ... 0 718 212
PUBLIC ACCESS AND SAFETY PROGRAM. ce 624 147
RECLAMATION LAW ADMINISTRATION................... N 1.985 .-
RECLAMATION RECREATION MANAGEMENT - TITLE XXVIII...... --- ---
RECREATION & FISH & WILDLIFE PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.. 1.201 -
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
DESALINATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPHMENT PROGRAM......... 25 .-
SCIENCE AND TECHNGLOGY PROGRAM........................ 8,514 e
SITE SECURITY. ... i i i e .. 39,600
SOIL AND MOISTURE CONSERVATION.. - .-
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES o 1.832 ---
TITLE XVI, WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAW...... .. 950 --
UNITED STATES/MEXICO BORDER ISSUES - TECHNICAL SUPPORT 89 .-~
WATER CONSERVATION FIELD SERVICE PROGRAM 1/ 7.221 -
WATER 2025. . ... ... ... . i . 14,500 E
WETLANDS QEVELOPHMENT. ... ... ... .. .. i, S -
UNDISTRIBYTED REDUCTION BASED ON ANTECIPATED DELAYS.. EEN ---
RESCISSION - P.L.109-148.. .. ... ... ... . oo, .- .-
TOTAL WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES..................... 456,526 376,898

1/ Starting in FY 2008 the new line item combines two
previous tine items: Efficiency Incentives Program
and Water Management Conservation Program

472,224

376,898
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Yuma area projects, Arizona and California.—The Committee
has provided a total of $23,227,000 for Yuma area projects in Ari-
zona and California, of which $495,000 is available for renovation
and refurbishment of the City of Needles, California Bureau Bay
Reclamation Project site.

Auburn-Folsom South Unit, California.—The Committee has also
provided $1,000,000 to complete an assessment of the feasibility of
relocating the Highway 49 bridge at the Auburn-South Unit of the
Central Valley Project.

Further, the Committee directs the Commissioner to expedite its
review and complete all actions necessary for the new bridge at
Folsom Dam, California, including coordination with the Corps of
Engineers and the City of Folsom, granting necessary easements or
rights-of-way and other means of simplifying and expediting nec-
essary procedures.

The Committee also directs the Commissioner to consider the
new bridge at Folsom Dam, California, as a non-Central Valley
Project component.

Cachuma Project, California.—Within the funds provided for the
Cachuma Project, the Committee has provided $500,000 for the
Lake Cachuma Water and Sewage Project.

Central Valley project, California, American River Division.—
Within the funds provided, $1,250,000 shall be available for the El
Dorado Temperature Control Device.

Central Valley project, California, Auburn-Folsom South Unit.—
Within the funds provided, $1,000,000 shall be available to com-
{))lege an assessment of the feasibility of relocating the Highway 49

ridge.

Salton Sea research project, California.—The Committee has pro-
vided $2,243,000 for the Salton Sea research project, including
$1,500,000 to continue environmental restoration efforts at the
Alamo and New Rivers, and for other authorized pilot projects. The
Bureau is encouraged to work jointly with the Salton Sea Authority
and assist the authority in running its own pilot projects.

Southern California investigations program.—Within the funds
rovided for the Southern California Investigations Program,
250,000 has been included for the Los Angeles Basin Watershed

Water Supply Augmentation Study; $500,000 is provided for the
Upper Mohave River well field and water supply project; $300,000
is provided to assist the Lake Arrowhead Community Services Dis-
trict to develop an integrated water resource plan.

Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Demonstration Project, Kan-
sas.—The Committee is aware that the pilot program for the Equus
Beds project is complete. The Committee strongly urges the Bureau
to work with the impacted communities and the state of Kansas on
design and engineering of the full-scale project.

St. Mary Diversion Facilities to the Milk River Basin, Montana.—
The Committee remains supportive of efforts to rehabilitate or re-
place the St. Mary Diversion Facilities to the Milk River Basin,
Montana project given the agricultural, municipal, recreational,
cultural and economic benefits the project accrues to the people its
serves in North Central Montana.

Oklahoma Investigations Program.—Within the funds available,
$750,000 is provided for the Arbuckle-Simpson Aquifer Study.
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Washington investigations program.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $352,000 for the Washington investigations
program, of which $50,000 shall be available for technical assist-
ance and studies for solutions to address the depletion of the Odes-
sa Subacquifer.

VARIOUS PROGRAMS

Site security.—Last year, the Committee recognized that in ac-
cordance with Federal reclamation law, specifically the Reclama-
tion Act of 1939, annual operation and maintenance (O&M) and re-
placement costs on Reclamation projects are allocated to a project’s
various authorized purposes. The ongoing costs of the additional se-
curity guards and patrols necessary to ensure the security of a
project may be considered project O&M costs. The Committee re-
mains concerned that these costs be justified and accounted for in
a transparent manner. Further, the Committee directs the Depart-
ment to work closely with power customers, water users and other
customers to ensure these requirements are adequately commu-
nicated and justified to those parties who share in the costs.

Technical Assistance to States.—Within the funds provided, the
Bureau of Reclamation is directed to contribute technical expertise
and operation, educational and recreational components to the City
of Chandler, AZ Veteran’s Oasis Water Recharge Project.

Water 2025.—The budget request includes $14,500,000 for Water
2025. This program is intended to reduce crises and conflict over
water and is to set a framework to identify problems, solutions and
plans to focus a needed dialog as the Department of the Interior
works with states, tribes, local governments and the private sector
to meet water supply challenges. While the Committee remains
supportive of the program, given its lack of authorization, the Com-
mittee has not provided funding for the Water 2025 program for
fiscal year 2007.

Wetlands Development.—Within the funds provided, $500,000
has been included for the Yuma East Wetlands Restoration.

CENTRAL VALLEY PPROJECT RESTORATION FUND

Appropriation, 2006 ..... $52,219,000
Budget estimate, 2007 . 41,478,000
Recommended, 2007 ............ 41,478,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2006 ..........cccccceeeriieeeriiieeeiee e e ereeeeereees —10,741,000

Budget estimate, 2007 ........cccoieeiiiiieiiieieete e eee aeerreeaeeseeeaeenaa e

This fund was established to carry out the provisions of the Cen-
tral Valley Project Improvement Act and to provide funding for
habitat restoration, improvement and acquisition, and other fish
and wildlife restoration activities in the Central Valley area of
California. Resources are derived from donations, revenues from
voluntary water transfers and tiered water pricing, and Friant Di-
vision surcharges. The account is also financed through additional
mitigation and restoration payments collected on an annual basis
from project beneficiaries.

For fiscal year 2007, the Committee recommends $41,478,000,
the same level as the budget request and $10,741,000 below the fis-



61

cal year 2006 enacted level. Funds, as proposed in the budget re-
quest, are provided as follows:

Anadromous fish restoration program $4,200,000
Other Central Valley project impacts 1,500,000
Dedicated project yield .........ccccceeviievieennnnnn. 900,000
Flow fluctuation study ........cccocceevieniiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeceee e, 50,000
Restoration of riparian habitat and spawning gravel ............cccc.cec.... 500,000
Central Valley comprehensive assessment/monitoring program ....... 400,000
Anadromous fish screen program ...........ccccccceeeevveeeeiveeescreeeencneeessveeenns 3,000,000
Refugee wheeling conveyance ......................... e e e——a e 8,008,000
Refuge water supply, facility construction ....... e e e e 1,800,000
Ecosystem/water systems operations model ..... rerreeere e e 7,134,000
Water acquisition program ............cccecceeevvueeenne e e 8,086,000
San Joaquin Basin action plan 1,400,000
Land retirement program 1,500,000
Coleman fish hatchery .. 200,000
Clear Creek restoration . 800,000
San Joaquin River Basin Resource Mgmt Int 2,000,000
Total, Central Valley project restoration fund ............ccccueee.. 41,478,000
CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION
Appropriation, 2006 .........ccccceeeeeieieiiiee e re e nrr e e anes $36,630,000
Budget estimate, 2007 38,610,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooiiiiiiieiieeeiieeeee e 40,110,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 2006 ...........ccccceeeeiieeeiiiieeeree e eeaeeas +3,480,000
Budget estimate, 2007 .......ccccoeveiiiiiiiiieiee et +1,500,000

The purpose of the California Bay-Delta account is to fund the
Federal share of water supply and reliability improvements, eco-
system improvements and other activities being developed for the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and associated watersheds by a
State and Federal partnership (CALFED). Federal participation in
this program was initially authorized in the California Bay-Delta
Environmental and Water Security Act enacted in 1996. That Act
authorized the appropriation of $143,300,000 for ecosystem restora-
tion activities in each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000. Absent
an explicit authorization, no funds were provided in this account
for the CALFED effort between fiscal years 2001 and 2005. How-
ever, the Committee funded CALFED programs and activities even
though a specific programmatic authorization was lacking. In 2005,
the CALFED Bay-Delta Authorization Act was enacted (P.L. 108—
361), authorizing $389,000,000 in Federal appropriations for fiscal
year 2005 through fiscal year 2010. The authorizing legislation re-
quired an annual cross-cut budget in order to reflect the budget re-
quests of all Federal agencies engaged in CALFED implementation.
The total Federal expenditures under this Act from fiscal year 1998
through 2006 amount to almost $867,000,000.

The Committee is pleased the CALFED Bay-Delta program was
included in the fiscal year 2007 budget request and recommends
$40,110,000 an increase of $1,500,000 over budget request. The
Committee is also pleased the budget request included a water
quality section and science program section in this year’s budget.
However, the budget documentation was extremely limited in justi-
fying the various levels of funding for each program/project under
the CALFED Bay-Delta program. Therefore, the Committee has re-
directed the funding for higher priority projects that will support
the implementation of the CALFED Bay-Delta program. The fund-
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ed projects will produce increased sources of water for the State of
California, otherwise known as “firm yield” projects, improve drink-
ing water quality, and improve water delivery flexibility.

The Committee recognizes the impending danger the Sac-
ramento/San Joaquin Delta levees pose to the economy, environ-
ment, water users, and general welfare of the people within the
State. It is the Committee’s belief that, because Reclamation relies
on the Delta to move water from north to south, it should share
in the responsibility of maintaining and strengthening delta levees
and has provided funding under the CALFED Bay-Delta program
for this purpose.

All program funds provided under the CALFED Bay-Delta pro-
gram are to be considered non-reimbursable. The Committee also
is aware that Reclamation is not providing all funds to project co-
operators as outlined in last year’s bill and insists Reclamation pro-
vide the funds listed below in full for 2007. The Committee again
urges the Administration to fund all program elements at the fully
authorized levels in future budget requests and include all cooper-
ating agency budgets related to CALFED Bay-Delta program ac-
tivities under this account.

The funds provided are intended to support the following activi-
ties, as delineated below:

SCIETICE ..ttt e ettt e et et e et et e eae e ees $2,970,000
Delta Levees ......cccoeeevvvveeeeeeeecnnnnns 6,000,000
Environmental water account 6,000,000
Storage program ...........cccceeeeuvennne 11,385,000
San Joaquin River basin (3,960,000)

Los Vaqueros .....cccccceeevveeeennnes (1,980,000)
Shasta enlargement ........... (3,960,000)
SIteS eviiiiiiieeeeee e (1,485,000)
CONVEYANCE ...ccevveeeeeereeereireeeieieeesvreeesseeennenes 3,415,000
San Luis Reservoir Low Point ............. (1,485,000)
Temporary Barriers ......c.cccccceevueeennneen. (500,000)
Planning and management activities ......... 500,000
Water use efficiency ........ccccceeeeeeevieeeecieeeeneeennns 2,850,000
Upper Feather River Basin Assessment ............ (750,000)

Sac Valley Int Regional Mgmt Program ............cccoeceeeviienieninenee. (1,100,000)
Inland Empire Utilities Agency regional water recycling project (1,000,000)
Ecosystem restoration ........cccccceceeeieiiieieciec e 1,000,000
Water QUAality ....cc.coevveiiieiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeee et 5,990,000
Contra Costa Water District alternative intake project (2,000,000)
San Joaquin River Salinity Management ..........cccccceeeneeennee (3,990,000)
Total, California Bay-Delta Restoration ...........ccccccevevveeecnnnenne 40,110,000

Conveyance.—Due to the legal action against the intertie project
between the State Water Project California Aqueduct and the Cen-
tral Valley Project Delta Mendota Canal, the Committee has elimi-
nated the funding for this project.

Delta Levees.—The Committee provides $6,000,000, to be trans-
ferred to the Corps of Engineers, which shall be available to begin
implementation of the Delta Levee Stability Program High Priority,
Priority Group A projects as identified in the draft 180—day report
to Congress dated March 2006.

Water Use Efficiency.—The Committee has provided funds, con-
tingent upon completion and delivery of the appropriate feasibility
report to the appropriate congressional committees by Reclamation,
to be available for construction of the Inland Empire Utilities
Agency Regional Water Recycling Project.
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The Committee has also provided $1,100,000 for the Sacramento
Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Program which
shall be shared between the Northern California Water Association
member agencies and the counties of Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and
Tehama, California.

PoLicY AND ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 2006 ..........ccceeeereeverieieiereerereeee oot ereerennas $57,338,000
Budget estimate, 2007 . 58,069,000
Recommended, 2007 ..........ooooviiiiiieiieeiiieeeee et eeeeeree e 58,069,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 2006 ...........cccecieriiieiiienie e +731,000

Budget estimate, 2007 .......cc.eoeecieeicciiie et ere s eesrreeesraeeenaeeenaaes

The policy and administration account provides for the executive
direction and management of all Reclamation activities, as per-
formed by the Commissioner’s offices in Washington, D.C., and
Denver, Colorado, and in five regional offices. The Denver and re-
gional offices charge individual projects or activities for direct bene-
ficial services and related administrative and technical costs. These
charges are covered under other appropriations. For fiscal year
2007, the Committee recommends $58,069,000, the same as the
budget request and $731,000 above the fiscal year 2006 enacted
level.

Five-year budget planning.—Last year, the Committee directed
the Department of Interior to submit with its fiscal year 2007
budget request a detailed five-year budget plan for each of the
major budget components including Water and Related Resources,
California Bay-Delta Restoration program, Central Valley Project
Restoration Fund and Central Utah Project Completion. The De-
partment has informed the Committee that it will be unable to pro-
vide a five-year plan this fiscal year and hopes to make the initial
submission with the fiscal year 2008 budget request. Given the
five-year plan will be a year late, the Committee looks forward
with great expectation to finally receiving the Department’s prod-
uct. To reiterate last year’s instruction, the program plans shall
clearly state the assumptions and priorities behind the choices it
will make between competing agency programs, and shall include
a copy of the guidance provided to the program offices to guide
their submissions into the five-year plan. The plan shall provide
both fiscally constrained and unconstrained data.

Denver Technical Services Center.—The Bureau’s Technical Serv-
ices Center (T'SC) in Denver, CO provides centralized engineering
and scientific services to the area and regional offices. The Com-
mittee is aware of the National Research Council’s recommendation
that the Bureau reevaluate the competencies that exist at the TSC
in light of current challenges faced by the Bureau. Depending upon
the timeliness and thoroughness of this evaluation, the Committee
will entertain an outside evaluation of the TSC’s current staffing
and core competencies.
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GENERAL PROVISIONS

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

The bill includes a provision regarding the San Luis Unit and
Kesterson Reservoir in California. This language has been included
in annual Energy and Water Development Appropriations Acts for
several years.

The bill includes language prohibiting the use of funds for any
water acquisition or lease in the Middle Rio Grande or Carlsbad
Projects in New Mexico unless the acquisition is in compliance with
existing state law and administered under state priority allocation.



TITLE III
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Funds recommended in Title III provide for all Department of
Energy (DOE) programs, including Energy Supply and Conserva-
tion, Clean Coal Technology, Fossil Energy Research and Develop-
ment, Naval Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserves, the Elk Hills
School Lands Fund, the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, the North-
east Home Heating Oil Reserve, the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, Non-Defense Environmental Cleanup, Uranium Enrich-
ment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund, Science, Nu-
clear Waste Disposal, Departmental Administration, Office of the
Inspector General, the National Nuclear Security Administration
(Weapons Activities, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation, Naval Re-
actors, and the Office of the Administrator), Defense Environ-
mental Cleanup, Other Defense Activities, Defense Nuclear Waste
Disposal, the Power Marketing Administrations, and the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Department of Energy (DOE) has requested a total budget
of $24,074,717,000 in fiscal year 2007 to fund programs in its four
primary mission areas: science, energy, environment, and national
security. The overall DOE budget is essentially flat compared to
the fiscal year 2006 enacted level, but the four mission areas fare
quite differently under the Department’s budget proposal. Science
research would increase by 14 percent, and the budget for the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration increases by 2.3 percent.
However, the budget for applied energy research is actually down
by 4.8 percent, and the environmental cleanup budget sees a reduc-
tion of 11.6 percent compared to fiscal year 2006.

The Committee makes a number of changes to the fiscal year
2007 budget request to reflect specific Congressional priorities and
int